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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. BYRD]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. As we 
submit our petitions and make our 
praises to the Lord of Lords and the 
Prince of Peace, the Senate will be led 
in prayer by the Chaplain, the Rev
erend Dr. Richard C. Halverson. 

Dr. Halverson, please. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
* * *happy is that people, whose God is 

the Lord.-Psalm 144:15. 
"We the people * * *." Mighty God, 

help the people to comprehend the im
measurable significance of those three 
words. Help them understand the vi
sion of the Founding Fathers which 
birthed this great Nation-a govern
ment whose foundation is a sovereign 
people. In the words of the constitution 
of the State of Virginia, 1776: "* * *all 
power is vested in, and consequently 
derived from, the people; that the mag
istrates are their trustees and serv
ants, and at all times amenable to 
them." 

God of the nations, at a time of great 
anger and cynicism make the people 
realize they get what they want. Power 
is with the people! Business produces 
what they will buy. Publishers print 
what they will read. Pornographers 
produce what they will watch. Without 
customers, there would be no drug traf
fic. Politicians tell them what they 
think they want to hear. People rep
resent the largest, strongest special-in
terest group in America. 

Patient Father, may anger become 
involvement. Help them exercise their 
sovereignty by voting for the common 
good rather than their personal pas
sions. Help them see that if they abdi
cate their sovereignty, all that Amer
ica stands for is imperiled. 

In Jesus' name, Lord of life and lib-
erty. Amen. · 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the order entered previously, the lead
ership time has been reserved. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

(Legislative day of Thursday, March 26, 1992) 

business not to extend beyond the hour 
of 11 a.m., with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for not to exceed 5 min
utes each. 

Also under the order, the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. SANFORD] 
will be recognized to speak for up to 20 
minutes; the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. WALLOP] will be recognized to 
speak for up to 5 minutes; the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] will be rec
ognized to speak for up to 10 minutes; 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
GORTON] will be recognized to speak for 
up to 10 minutes; the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. GLENN] will be recognized to 
speak for not to exceed 15 minutes; and 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. WIRTH] 
will be recognized to speak for up to 15 
minutes, after which morning business 
will be closed. 

THE 1992 APRIL QUARTERLY 
REPORTS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
mailing and filing date of the April 
Quarterly Report required by the Fed
eral Election Campaign Act, as amend
ed, is Wednesday, April 15, 1992. All 
principal campaign committees sup
porting Senate candidates in the 1992 
races must file their reports with the 
Senate Office of Public Records, 232 
Hart Building, Washington, DC 2051~ 
7116. You may wish to advise your cam
paign committee personnel of this re
quirement. 

The Public Records Office will be 
open from 8 a.m. until 9 p.m. on April 
15 to receive these filings. In general, 
reports will be available 24 hours after 
receipt. For further information, please 
do not hesitate to contact the Office of 
Public Records on (202) 224-0322. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A 
point of no quorum having been made, 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator is recognized under the 
previous order for not to exceed 20 min
utes. 

THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, as 

the previous order, there will now be a long as I have served in the Senate, I 
period for the transaction of morning have served on the Budget Committee, 

and I have been first distressed and 
later outraged that year after year, 
budget after budget, we have seen an 
increasing deficit and an increasing 
Federal debt of unprecedented propor
tions. 

It seemed to me, as I examined every 
budget document my first year here, 
attempting to understand the budget 
part of my assignment, that the Fed
eral budget was one of the most mas
sive deceits with which I had ever come 
into contact. The President, year after 
year, would send over a budget out of 
balance, and at the same time would 
blandly ask for a constitutional 
amendment for the line-item veto, 
when the budget was proposed out of 
balance by the President in the first 
place-in the first step on the Federal 
budget process. 

I have a difficult time, sometimes, 
explaining to people in North Carolina 
that Congress works with the Presi
dent's budget. Now, it is true, as is 
often said by those who want to help 
the President in his coverup, that the 
President cannot spend any money 
that Congress does not appropriate. 
The Constitution provides that. 

But all of us know that the budget 
procedure begins with the President's 
budget proposal, as he is required by 
law to prepare and submit. He may be 
required by law to send us a balanced 
budget. But year after year, it is sub- · 
mitted out of balance. 

I think a little history is necessary 
to understand just how this has hap
pened, what is happening, and why. If 
Congress is going to do anything sig
nificant to bring annual deficits under 
control, we must have leadership in the 
White House. 

There is not any other way that this 
can be done. It is absolutely impossible 
to put a responsible budget together in 
this Government without leadership 
from the White House. 

The leadership from the White House 
since 1981 has been leadership of deceit, 
of coverup. 

The first thing that struck me as I 
first viewed the President's budget in 
1987 was that we had to be paying more 
interest than was shown in the budget 
as net interest. As I dug back through 
the documents, because it was not easy 
to find, I found one place that exposed 
the honest interest number-gross in
terest. Federal budgets do not count 
the interest that is paid to Social Secu
rity and other trust funds. They just do 
not count it. That is hidden and helps 
to cover up and make the deficit look 
smaller than it really is. 

•This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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Then I found another big discrep

ancy. The real deficit, as any account
ant knows, is the increase in the debt 
at the end of the year. But that was 
not what the Federal deficit reflected 
at all. I looked through the budget doc
uments and found that part of that def
icit was covered up with funds that do 
not belong to the Government-funds 
that belong to a trust for which the-
Government is a trustee. Social Secu
rity is one of those trust funds. The 
President's budget took those trust 
funds, pretended they were the Govern
ment's funds, and used them to cover 
up part of that deficit. 

We heard President Reagan, year 
after year, say we are bringing the defi
cit down. If Congress would just cut 
more expenditures, we would bring it 
down more. That was absolutely not 
the truth. The truth was the debt was 
going up year after year under the 
Reagan administration and has contin
ued to go up even faster in the Bush ad
ministration. This is important for 
people to know, and voters, who can do 
something about it. Those deficits are 
recommendations of the President in 
the President's budget. 

The current and previous administra
tions have expressed, in an extremely 
crass and hypocritical manner year 
after year to give them a constitu
tional amendment to have a balanced 
budget. Give us a balanced budget 
amendment. Give us the line-item 
veto. 

Presidents have the authority to bal
ance the budget now. Let me just trace 
a little bit of history here, Mr. Presi
dent, because it is important to know 
that it has not always been this way. I 
want to go back to President Truman, 
who was there, for all practical pur
poses, for two terms; and to President 
Eisenhower, who was there for two 
terms; and Kennedy and Johnson, 
Nixon and Ford, and President Carter, 
and then to Ronald Reagan for· two 
terms and now President Bush. Let us 
look at the Presidents' deficits during 
that period of time. How much did 
these Presidents add to the national 
debt? What kind of irresponsibly cov
ered-up deficits did President's before 
Ronald Reagan send Congress? Well, let 
us look at it. 

If you go back to the Truman admin
istration through to Eisenhower, Ken
nedy and Johnson, there was a very 
gradual increase in the Federal debt, 
but not going up very much. The debt 
increased a little bit more during the 
Nixon and Ford and Carter administra
tions, but still not that much. If this is 
Sl trillion, by the time all of these 
Presidents had sent their budgets to 
Congress with their recommendations, 
the Federal debt had not reached Sl 
trillion. 

Just to get a fuller understanding, 
carry it all the way back here to 
George Washington. All the Presidents 
of this country in all of the years 

through President Carter accumulated 
a debt of less than $1 trillion. When 
President Reagan took office this na
tional debt was under $1 trillion. 

What has happened with the Presi
dential deficits since 1981-year after 
year of Presidential deficits, presented 
to Congress? Here is what has hap
pened. 

Looking at this year's estimated 
budget numbers, if deficits had in
creased at about the same rate as was 
the case before President Reagan, the 
debt would have accumulated to about 
$1.3 trillion, $1.5 trillion. But that is 
not what happened. Debt took off like 
a rocket-to almost $5 trillion in an
other year and a half. It will exceed $4 
trillion in this fiscal year. The debt in
creased past $2 trillion in such a hurry 
no one noticed it. The record shows 
that under this President so far and the 
previous President, three times more 
has been added to the Federal debt 
than was added by all other Presidents 
before them. The responsibility for 
controlling the debt begins with the 
President. Only the President can cor
rect the President's deficit. And only 
the President can send Congress a bal
anced budget. 

We cannot let this go on. No Presi
dent in the last 12 years of proposing 
budgets thought we could balance the 
budget because there is one piece of the 
budget that keeps it from being bal
anced-a new entitlement called inter
est. The operating budget could be bal
anced now. That part of t)le budget 
could be balanced tomorrow. The one 
piece of the budget that cannot be bal
anced so easily is the President's ongo
ing compound interest on this massive 
debt that these two Presidents have al
lowed to build up. 

This sounds, perhaps, like a political 
statement. Is this a campaign speech? 
Not at all. It is the truth. And it is the 
sad truth. And we need to do something 
about it. We need to have a President 
who will take the responsibility this 
country so ·desperately needs and send 
Congress a budget that can be put in 
balance. We need a President that will 
take the responsibility-provide the 
leadership-of doing something about 
this massive debt. If we do not bring 
this debt under control, we will get to 
the place soon where we cannot bring 
it under control. 

I am not sure now how you can bring 
a $4 trillion debt under control. You 
have to keep paying the interest on 
debt, and the interest keeps 
compounding, adding more and more to 
the debt. I think it is time to call a 
halt. 

The President wants the line-item 
veto. You and I, Mr. President, know 
that does not mean what it sounds 
like. You and I know that is the kind 
of authority that, under the Constitu
tion, under the separation of powers, 
should not be granted to a President. 
You and I also know that, not just over 

the span of time but in particular over 
these last 12 years, the budgets finally 
passed by Congress have essentially 
been budgets that reflect spending re
quests sent to Congress by the Presi
dent in the first place. There have been 
a few changes, a few adjustments, but a 
very, very small percentage of spending 
has been juggled around and changed 
over the years. Perhaps Congress want
ed to put a little more emphasis on 
education and a little less emphasis on 
something else and juggled around the 
figures. But overall spending has re
flected requests in Presidential budget 
proposals. 

This is an interesting point. If you 
look at these past 12 years of 
budgeteering, counting this most re
cent budget proposal for fiscal year 
1993, one we are working on now, the 
total appropriations by Congress have 
been less-not a whole lot less-but 
less than the total requests by the 
Presidents. The Presidents budget pro
posals have not requested that the 
budgets be cut, not in a real way. To 
the contrary, they have recommended, 
year after year, a larger and larger and 
larger deficit. Their recommendation 
for this year, in this 6-pound budget-
the real deficit recommendation in 
President Bush's budget for fiscal year 
1993 is almost one-half trillion dollars. 

This is outrageous. Who would have 
believed that a fiscally sound President 
would send Congress a budget rec
ommending one-half trillion dollars ad
ditional debt? I think it is $464 billion. 
This figure is not included in the Presi
dent's budget for fiscal year 1993. Four 
or five other kinds of figures are in 
there, because this administration 
tries to cover real debt income up and 
make it look a little bit better. The 
budget is out of hand. The deficit is out 
of hand. The debt is out of hand. But I 
think one of the most startling things 
and something that says we have to 
take action right now is this one-half 
trillion dollar deficit in President 
Bush's fiscal year 1993 budget. It is al
most one-half trillion dollars. 

To put that in perspective, from Ford 
back to Truman, all these Presidents 
together in all of those years accumu
lated less debt-that is an accumula
tion of all their deficits, total debt-
than President Bush's deficit for this 1 
year. 

So you see, Mr. President, as you al
ready know, the Federal debt is getting 
out of hand and something must be 
done about it. It must be clearly under
stood by the American people that 
there is not any way to bring the mas
sive debt under control without proper 
leadership from the White House. Had 
there been proper leadership, it would 
have been done. Congress tried with 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, which was a 
good idea. But Congress could not con
trol the one item that only the Presi
dent can control, and that is the 
mounting compound interest on the 
debt. 
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I implore President Bush to look at 

this again and to provide some leader
ship. We have a problem with our econ
omy. We are in a recession. Maybe we 
are coming out, and I hope we are, but 
we cannot ever get totally out of this 
bad economic situation as long as we 
must spend more to . service a national 
debt than we spend to service the en
tire cost of national defense. And that 
is where we are. 

I want to call on the President to 
give us the leadership this country 
needs. Give Congress the bipartisan 
congressional body, the kind of leader
ship it needs, so, on behalf of the peo
ple of America, we can get this deficit 
and this debt under control. I do not 
think we can wait any longer. I thank 
the President. 

Mr. WALLOP addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Wyoming, Mr. Wallop. 

ment of the Mount St. Helens is 75 per
cent complete. 

Last week, I met with county com
missioners from Cowlitz County. They 
presented their priorities for this year 
and I am committed .to see their goals 
realized. Without their hard work, 
Mount St. Helens would remain but a 
dream. They deserve much of the credit 
for the progress we have made at 
Mount St. Helens. 

Cowlitz County, working for the For
est Service, is asking for a total appro
priation of $13,872,000 in fiscal year 
1993. Of this amount, the lion's share 
will be devoted to construction of the 
next recreational facility at Mount St. 
Helens-the Johnston Ridge Observ
atory. Just 5 miles from the crater, the 
Johnston Ridge Observatory will give 
visitors .a spectacular view of the north 
side of Mount St. Helens. The observ
atory will house a theater and inter
active interpretive exhibits. The $10.6 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR million request for Johnston Ridge will 
pay for construction of the observ-

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask atory, and the installation of power, 
unanimous consent that Mr. Mike Hill, . communication, and water systems. An 
a Bevinetto fellow, be permitted privi- additional $1 million will support the 
lege of the floor during the speech that construction of administrative facili
I intend to make after the Senator ties, entry stations, trailheads and in-
from Washington speaks. terpretive displays. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is Also among the needs at the monu-
there objection? The Chair hears no ob- ment is the construction of roads and 
jection. The request is granted. trails. The Forest Service estimates 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. that $850,000 will be needed for trail 
GORTON] under the order, is recognized construction and $1,427,400 is needed for 
for not to exceed 10 minutes. road construction. 

MOUNT ST. HELENS 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, 12 years 

ago; Mr. President, the landscape of 
Washington State was permanently al
tered. On May 18, 1980, Mount St. Hel
ens erupted and with it, thousands of 
acres of forestland, wildlife habitat and 
recreation area were destroyed. In the 
.aftermath, the people of southwest 
Washington, in partnership with this 
Senator and the rest of the Washington 
State congressional delegation, suc
cessfully worked to create a national 
monument to the volcano, managed by 
the Forest Service. 

Today, the roads and facilities and 
trails on the monument are near com
pletion and, with a 2- to 3-year burst of 
funding, we can make our vision of 
Mount St. Helens a reality. It will be 
unique among all our parks and monu
ments in its graphic illustration of the 
works of an active volcano. I support 
full funding at Mount St. Helens in this 
year's Interior appropriations bill and I 
will work to see that work at the 
monument is completed as soon as pos
sible. 

Last year, Congress appropriated 
nearly $10 million to keep construction 
of the Coldwater Ridge Visitor Center 
at Mount St. Helens on schedule. That 
project is approximately 50 percent 
complete and will open at about this 
time next year. To date, the develop-

The Forest Service has not been 
alone in its financial support of devel
opment at Mount St. Helens. A part
nership of private, State, and local or
ganizations has contributed millions of 
dollars to projects at the monument. 
The State of Washington contributed 
$5.6 million for construction of facili
ties at Coldwater Ridge and Johnston 
Ridge. Cowlitz County has contributed 
a total of $800,000 for facilities con
struction. Pacific Power & Light 
helped pay for an interpreter. The 
Skamania County Sheriff's Depart
ment provides law enforcement serv
ices. The Coalition of Handicapped 
Citizens provided assistance in plan
ning for accessibility to projects. Trin
ity Lutheran Church provides for the 
maintenance of Landscape Island. And 
the list goes on. We are not pouring 
Forest Service funds into a bottomless 
pit. The people of southwest Washing
ton, and the State, are dedicated to 
making Mount St. Helens a wonderful 
experience for millions of visitors each 
year. 

I support this appropriation for an
other reason: these projects at Mount 
St. Helens employ thousands of people 
in an area of the State hit hard by re
strictions on timber harvesting. This 
area of our State depends almost exclu
sively on the timber industry for its 
economic base. When that base dries 
up, as it has over the past several years 
with increasing spotted owl set-asides, 

the families and communities that de
pend on a supply of timber are being 
destroyed. Fortunately, we can help 
moderately ease their troubles by in
jecting much-needed infrastructure 
dollars into the region. Mount St. Hel
ens national monument is a major at
traction and with visitors come jobs. 

It has been estimated that nearly 
5,000 of the approximately 20,000 Wash
ington State jobs lost due to spotted 
owl restrictions will come from south
west Washington-that is one quarter 
of all the jobs lost in Washington 
State. Mount St. Helens cannot fill the 
entire void, but I can assure my col
leagues that the funds we appropriate 
here will make a big difference in the 
lives of a lot of people. Because the di
minishing Federal timber supply re
mains the cause of the current eco
nomic depression in timber commu
nities, a $13 million investment will 
pay particularly important dividends. 

As a member of the Interior Appro
priations Subcommittee, I will work to 
see that the projects at Mount St. Hel
ens are completed. A $13 million appro
priation this year will keep the vision 
on track. We can finish the projects at 
the monument in a few years if we re
main committed. The people of south
west Washington, and the State at 
large, support our work at Mount St. 
Helens and, thus, I urge my colleagues 
to support a full appropriation for the 
Forest Service work at that national 
monument. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, how 
much of my time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator has 4 minutes and 50 seconds 
remaining. 

THE FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I have 

come to this floor many times in the 
past several years to argue the need to 
preserve the Fast Flux Test Facility, 
or FFTF, at the Hanford site in Wash
ington State. The FFTF is the Nation's 
safest and most modern test reactor, 
and is a national resource that should 
be utilized to the fullest extent pos
sible. 

Unfortunately, the Department of 
Energy has no primary mission for the 
FFTF. Although the reactor is tremen
dously capable and flexible, the Breed
er Reactor Program of which it was 
originally a part has been scaled back 
dramatically. The Department, there
fore, announced in 1990 its intention to 
shut down the reactor. 

Since that time, Governor Gardner, 
the Westinghouse Hanford Co., and the 
Washington congressional delegation 
have worked together to solicit non
Federal entities that would be inter
ested in using the reactor for scientific 
or commercial purposes. Turning FFTF 
into an international user facility in 
this fashion would reduce reactor oper
ating costs for the Department of En-
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ergy, and enable the Department to 
maintain FFTF for future missions. 

While Congress has consistently sup
ported the marketing effort, last year's 
Energy and Water appropriations bill 
set a deadline of March 31 for the mar
keting effort to succeed. This deadline 
has arrived, and the Department of En
ergy has determined that the market
ing effort was not successful. I do not 
agree with the Department's conclu
sion. 

The marketing team generated a 
great deal of interest, both at home 
and abroad, and with both Government 
and private enterprises. Japan's 
Science and Technology Agency in
cluded the equivalent of $8 million in 
its fiscal year 1992 request for work at 
FFTF, and this request is awaiting ap
proval by the Japanese Diet. Indica
tions are that Japan's financial com
mitment would grow in future years 
should DOE demonstrate a commit
ment to operating the reactor. Japan 
understandably questions DOE's desire 
to shut down the FFTF, but is willing 
to pay for access to the facility. 

The European nuclear community 
has also expressed its intention to con
tribute more than 50 million dollars' 
worth of components and funding for 
FFTF. An international cooperative 
program for passive safety testing is 
also in the works, and private firms 
have showed renewed interest in pro
ducing medical isotopes in the reactor. 
Medical isotopes can be produced at 
FFTF at a level of purity that can be 
achieved in no other reactor. 

To quote from the marketing team's 
report, "* * * if DOE were to commit 
to longer term operation of FFTF, over 
the next 4 to 6 years, the level of non
DOE funding could be brought up to a 
level of about half the FFTF operating 
costs." This, Mr. President, indicates 
to me that the marketing effort was 
quite successful. 

DOE has nevertheless announced 
that it plans to place FFTF on standby 
status. Though I disagree with the Sec
retary's assessment of the marketing 
effort, I am pleased that the Secretary 
has chosen not to move toward full re
actor shutdown. There are vital Fed
eral missions that FFTF could still ac
complish, and at this stage it would be 
imprudent to eliminate the facility as 
an option. 

Perhaps the most appropriate mis
sion for the FFTF would be to provide 
NASA with a reliable supply of high
quality plutonium-238, an isotope used 
as a power source for long-term space 
missions. U.S. stockpiles of Pu-238 are 
currently very low, and will just be suf
ficient to meet projected needs until 
the year 2000. Missions beyond that 
date will require a new supply of Pu-
238. 

Some of my colleagues may have 
noted in this weekend's Washington 
Post that the United States plans to 
purchase an amount of Pu-238 from the 

Commonwealth of Independent States. 
This material has been offered at an at
tractive price, and will be useful in 
augmenting our currently lean sup
plies. As a taxpayer, I think this is a 
good buy for the United States. 

Over the long term, however, I am 
convinced that the United States needs 
a Pu-238 supply of its own. Aside from 
the policy question of whether it is in 
U.S. interests to fund the continued op
eration of the Commonwealth's defense 
reactors, I am concerned about the re
liability of the CIS as a Pu-238 supplier. 
My colleagues may have seen a second 
article that appeared in last weekend's 
Post, detailing enormous safety prob
lems in the Commonwealth's civilian 
reactors. These pro bl ems are at least 
as rampant in the Commonwealth's de
fense reactor system, and raise serious 
doubts about the reliability of the CIS 
as a source of high quality Pu-238. 

By contrast, the FFTF is our Na
tion's safest test reactor, and has un
dergone stringent safety reviews by not 
only the Department of Energy, but by 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
The FFTF is the only DOE reactor to 
have ever undergone an NRC technical 
safety review. 

Pu-238 could be produced at FFTF in 
concert with many of the other reactor 
uses identified by the marketing team. 
The result would be a reliable Pu-238 
supply at a reasonable price, as well as 
an international user facility that 
would be a model for further inter
national collaborative science efforts. 

As the Department of Energy and 
NASA consider Pu-238 supply options, I 
hope they will carefully consider the 
great possibilities presented by the 
FFTF. If we can meet U.S. Pu-238 needs 
at a reasonable price while preserving 
an important Federal resource, we 
should seize the opportunity. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order previously entered, the Sen
ator from Wyoming is recognized for 
not to exceed 5 minutes. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. WALLOP pertain
ing to the introduction of S. 2505 are 
located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on. Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] is 
recognized for not to exceed 5 minutes. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the Chair. 

NEA FUNDING 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, it 

was just during the past week that the 
outgoing Chairman of the National En
dowment for the · Arts, John 
Frohnmayer, criticized Members of 
this body who voted to require that the 
NEA consider general standards of de
cency when awarding grants. I believe 
that Mr. Frohnmayer's criticisms are 
based on an erroneous view of constitu
tional law. 

Voting to prevent funding of works 
depicting sexual activities or organs 
has no relation whatsoever to free ex
pression. No one has a constitutional 
right to have taipayers' funds sub
sidize their views. When the Govern
ment chooses not to fund offensive ex
pressions, the artist, however, is still 
very free, as he or she should be, to en
gage in constitutionally protected ar
tistic expression. However, he or she 
just will not receive public funds for 
exercising that constitutional right. 

The first amendment rights that are 
at stake in the NEA controversy are 
not those of the artist. They are in
stead the rights of the taxpayers of the 
United States. Citizens do have the 
first amendment right not to be taxed 
to support expression with which a ma
jority disagrees. Citizens also have the 
right not to be taxed to subsidize the 
production and the dissemination of 
obscenity. This is a category that is 
not entitled to first amendment protec-
tion. • 

It is a right of our constitutional sys
tem not to pay for someone else's ex
pression with which one might dis
agree. 

The Supreme Court has zealously 
guarded the first amendment right of 
citizens not be compelled to speak. 

Let me ref er to a few instances of the 
Supreme Court speaking on this issue. 

Citizens cannot be forced to display 
on their private cars a State mandated 
message on license plates with which 
they disagree. Nonunion members of a 
collective bargaining unit cannot be 
compelled to pay for union political ad
vocacy activity unconnected with the 
collective bargaining process. 

Utility companies cannot be forced 
to include in their billing envelopes 
messages from organizations whose 
views they oppose. When Mr. 
Frohnmayer complains that voting not 
to fund indecent material "is unconsti
tutional under every test he knows," 
the appropriate response is, learn more 
tests. 

Public funding represents the pol
icy's view that the object funded is 
worthy of public support. 

Mr. Frohnmayer's argument to the 
contrary is inaccurate and contrary to 
all existing constitutional precedent. 
Indeed, when he contends that Govern
ment funding does not suggest endorse
ment of a word any more than Federal 
campaign funds constitute an endorse
ment of a candidate's political views, 
he proves my point and not his. 

The only reason why Federal match
ing funds for Presidential candidates 
do not violate the first amendment is 
that the source of the funds is not Fed
eral tax payments, but voluntary con
tributions. Indeed, one of the reasons 
why I believe that fewer and fewer tax
payers are checking off the $1 contribu
tion box is precisely because they do 
not want their money used to support 
the political views of candidates that 
differ from their own. 
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In a democracy, the majority chooses 

how taxpayer money will be spent. If 
the taxpayers decide that they do not 
want to fund offensive material, then 
we validate rather than destroy the 
first amendment by respecting their 
views. The threat to the first amend
ment is the insistence of a minority of 
artists and elitist Government officials 
that taxpayers be compelled to fund 
whatever that minority may deem wor
thy. 

Mr. Frohnmayer is free to express 
whatever views he wishes as to the 
types of art that should be publicly 
supported, and he is free to criticize 
this body for its votes any time he 
wants to. But, Mr. President, after this 
month, taxpayers will not be paying 
for him to criticize this body. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have left? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator has 3 minutes and 50 seconds. 

THE CONGRESS IS OUT OF TOUCH 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, it is 

no surprise that the American public 
has lost its confidence in Congress. The 
House banking scandal is just the lat
est reason for the public to stop trust
ing Congress. 

Most everyone recognizes that Con
gress is going to have to clean up its 
act in order to restore public con
fidence and trust. But there are some 
inside the beltway players who still do 
not get it. 

A recent Sunday New York Times 
had a story about some Washington in
siders who will resist the needed re
form and restored accountability. The 
article said that: 

Many here are gloomily assessing whether 
it is worth living in a world where they are 
expected to behave like ordinary mortals. 

But Americans want their public 
servants to be ordinary mortals, and 
those who cannot live by that standard 
better retire from doing the public's 
business here. 

That is why I was quite surprised to 
read in that same · article about the 
former National Chairman of the 
Democratic Party, John White, who 
was complaining that with the new 
ethics scrutiny, "you might as well be 
in Des Moines." 

Of course, I take offense with his in
sult of Des Moines and the good people 
of Iowa. Iowans have standards of de
cency and morality, and if we had a lit
tle more of that around here, Congress 
would not be in the trouble it is right 
now. White's attitude explains how out 
of touch Congress is with the American 
people. 

Well, the American people have fi
nally caught on, and they are announc
ing, all over the country, that they are 
not going to put up with the nonsense 
that goes on here in Washington. Con
gress is supposed to be about represent
ative government. Our constituents 

send us here to make the Federal Gov
ernment responsive to their needs, not 
to live by some different set of rules or 
standards, and certainly, not to listen 
to some inside pols who do not speak 
for anyone but themselves. 

The Congress would do well to adopt 
moral and ethical standards of the peo
ple of the Midwest. Chances are we 
would accomplish a great deal of more 
significant work on behalf of the Amer
ican people, if we were to do that. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President, 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

absence of a quorum having been sug
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. PYROR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Arkansas is recog
nized for not to exceed 5 minutes. 

REFORMING THE WAY THE FED
ERAL GOVERNMENT RECEIVES 
ADVICE 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I have 

spent some 14 years researching, inves
tigating, and seeking to reform the 
way our Federal Government receives 
its advice. Today, I want to discuss one 
aspect of this system, and that aspect 
is the Federal advisory committees. 

When I attempted to cut the funding 
of nerve gas and the production of 
nerve gas in the early 1980's, I was told 
then that the Defense Science Board 
had advised the Department of Defense 
that the nerve gas production was vital 
to our security. I was not surprised to 
later learn that the Defense Science 
Board is made up of the very movers 
and shakers of the defense contractor 
community. If we want to learn about 
the military industrial complex, all we 
need to do is to analyze the member
ship of the Defense Science Board, and 
we will discover that the buck starts 
there. 

Mr. President, DOD is not the only 
agency using these advisory commit
tees. There are over 1,000 of these com
mittees advising virtually every part 
and every aspect of our Federal Gov
ernment today. 

Today, I want to highlight one Fed
eral entity and their inept, negligent, 
and outrageous usage of these advisory 
committees. 

I am speaking today of the Office of 
U.S. Trade Representative, the USTR. 
In the course of conducting some rou
tine oversight, I discovered two amaz
ing facts about the USTR. First, they 
had persons serving on their advisory 
committees who were registered as for
eign agents. If that is not outrageous 
enough, the second discovery was that 
the USTR did not even know of this 
situation. 

Mr. President, this is unthinkable. 
These advisory committees have access 
to some of the most sensitive informa
tion in our Nation. They often meet in 
closed sessions. They have input into 
some of the most fundamental trade 
decisions that affect the lives of mil
lions of Americans. And, coming as no 
surprise, some of the people on these 
committees were signed up to be advo
cates for foreign governments and for
eign corporations. 

What was the reaction of the USTR, 
our U.S. Trade Representative, when I 
brought this matter to her attention 
on May 10, 1990? Months after I wrote 
to Ms. Carla Hills, I got back a letter. 
On October 29, 1990, 6 months later, I 
received a response. Yes, there are for
eign agents serving on U.S. Trade Rep
resentative advisory committees, I was 
told. No, our U.S. Trade Representative 
did not actually know of this fact. And 
what swift action did the USTR take? 
Well, they wrote a letter to the Depart
ment of Justice to see if there was any
thing wrong with these arrangements. 

Was there a sense of urgency to cor
rect the situation? Of course not. Was 
there a public disclosure of this scan
dal? Of course not. 

Mr. President, we have battles we 
need to fight in the arena of inter
national trade. We have to stand up for 
our interests, just as our friends and 
adversaries will stand up for their in
terests. But does anyone think for a 
moment that the highest levels of in
ternal trade deliberations of the Ger
man or the Japanese Governments are 
open to lobbyists for United States cor
porations or United States interests? 
Do they allow agents of American 
trade interests to sit in the inner cir
cles of their deliberations? Of course 
not. 

When I consider the potential con
flicts of interest and the potential 
harm done to U.S. agricultural, com
mercial, or other sectors, I take no 
comfort in the sentence contained in 
the October 29 letter from the U.S: 
Trade Representative that states: 

We are unaware of any advice given by any 
of the advisers listed above to the U.S. Trade 
Representative that could have affected 
their foreign clients. 

Mr. President, I have no doubt that 
our USTR is unaware. Remember, they 
were unaware that a foreign trade 
agent served on their advisory commit
tees until I pointed them out. 

Here are some of the clients rep
resented by these foreign interests that 
have been sitting on some of the advi
sory committees, advising our U.S. 
Trade Representative. Here are some of 
the clients: the Embassy of Iraq. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BRYAN). The Chair will inform the Sen
ator that the time under the special 
order assigned to him has expired. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, seeing no 
other Senators seeking to gain recogni
tion of the floor I ask unanimous con
sent for four additional minutes. 



7722 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE April 1, 1992 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, here are 

some of the clients represented by 
these foreign agents. The Embassy of 
Iraq, the Government of Chile, the Ca
nadian Sugar Institute, Nippon Steel 
Corp., and the Brazil-United States 
Business Council. I have news for our 
Trade Representative, Mr. President. 
Registered lobbyists, foreign agents, 
that are being paid to advance the cli
ents I just listed should not be allowed 
in top-level Government meetings to 
discuss U.S. trade policy much less to 
advise our own trade negotiators. 

Mr. President, how long did it take 
the Department of Justice to respond 
to this situation? Not days, not weeks, 
but months. Six months, as a matter of 
fact. Not until April 29, 1991, did the 
Department of Justice respond. What 
was that response? The fact is that no 
one has seen the actual letter besides 
our U.S. Trade Representative, a White 
House attorney and the Justice Depart
ment lawyer who wrote it. I have been 
unable to obtain it. 

But apparently this ruling said that 
it is illegal to have foreign agents on 
the advisory committees. In fact, there 
is a specific violation in this instance 
of 18 U.S.C. 219. That section calls for 
criminal penalties, but to this day no 
one has ever been criticized for these 
violations, let alone penalized. U.S. 
Trade Representative, apparently, Mr. 
President, again I have not been in
formed by them directly, politely 
asked the foreign agents to kindly 
leave the advisory committees or 
maybe to stop representing their for
eign clients. Twelve months later, a 
full year after I brought this matter to 
attention of our Trade Representative, 
the foreign agents were quietly taken 
off the advisory committees. 

Mr. President, we have no way of 
knowing what advice these persons 
gave on those advisory committees, 
how it could have affected their cli
ents. But the point is that they should 
never have been on there in the first 
place. There were no checks, no red 
flags, to see if any of these advisers 
were foreign agents; I see no adequate 
check or red flags in existence today or 
in the system today to advise us in the 
future of foreign agents advising our 
Trade Representative in trade negotia
tions. 

Furthermore, once I brought this sit
uation to the attention of our U.S. 
Trade Representative it should not 
have taken a year for those foreign 
agents to have been taken off of the ad
visory committees. 

Mr. President. this ruling was appar
ently not sent to other agencies. Is it 
appropriate for advisory committees of 
the Department of Agriculture, State, 
Commerce, or defense to have reg
istered foreign agents on them? .I ask 
that question. I believe the same po
tential for abuse is there and I wonder 

why the Department of Justice has not 
taken swift action on this matter. 

My own quick look yesterday at the 
Department of Justice foreign agent 
registration data base reveals this: 
There is a registered foreign agent on 
the Defense Science Board. There is a 
registered foreign agent on the Depart
ment of State's Advisory Committee 
on International Investment. There is 
a registered foreign agent on the Advi
sory Committee to the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency. 

Are these people criminals? Do the 
respective agents know about this? Has 
Justice informed the respective agents 
of their ruling? Is anyone concerned 
that sensitive, internal, governmental 
meetings, often closed to the public, 
often with no minutes of the meetings 
taken, a.re attended by registered for
eign agents? I ask those questions, Mr. 
President, and thus far I have received 
no response. 

Mr. President, this is a callous dis
regard for potential conflicts of inter
est and it is unacceptable. While it is 
no surprise to me that the present U.S. 
Trade Representative was aware of 
these foreign agents it raises real ques
tions in my mind about the type of ad
vice on trade matters being given to 
the President of the United States over 
the past few years. I take no comfort in 
the USTR's one-sentence claim they 
are unaware of any advice given by 
these foreign agents that could be 
effecting their foreign clients. The 
USTR has permitted this situation to 
exist for several years and this rep
resents an unthinkable an unaccept
able breech in the integrity of our Gov
ernment. 

Mr. President, this situation is out
rageous. 

In conclusion I ask unanimous con
sent that a letter I wrote to the Honor
able Carla Hills on this matter be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, March 16, 1992. 
Hon. CARLA HILLS, 
U.S. Trade Representative, Office of the U.S . . 

Trade Representative, Washington, DC. 
DEAR Ms. HILLS: I just learned today that 

the Department of Justice, Office of Legal 
Counsel has informed you that persons who 
are registered as foreign agents may not 
serve on federal advisory committees. Al
though I find it unthinkable that these for
eign agents were allowed onto advisory com
mittees in the first place, especially advisory 
committees involved in U.S. trade matters, I 
am anxious to learn as to what specific ac
tions you have taken since you received the 
Justice Department letter from Deputy As
sistant Attorney General John Harrison on 
April 29, 1991. 

As you know, before I informed you that 
registered foreign agents were serving on 
your advisory committees, your office had 
no procedures to routinely stop this from oc
curring. What procedures have you put into 
place to prevent this from occurring in the 

future? What specific actions did you take 
with the particular individuals that were 
serving on your advisory boards while they 
were registered foreign agents? Are these in
dividuals still on your committees? 

Furthermore, as you stated to me in your 
letter of March 15, 1990, USTR obtains advice 
from 40 advisory committees throughout the 
federal government. As the Justice Depart
ment's ruling was very clear as to the law of 
the land, please inform me as to what, if any, 
specific actions you have taken to ensure 
that USTR is not receiving any advice from 
an advisory committee that has a registered 
foreign agent serving on it? Please provide 
me with a list of these committees. 

Again, in my long history of investigating 
who is advising the federal government I 
have seldom seen such an outrageous exam
ple of conflict of interest. I am disappointed 
that I had to uncover this situation and 
point it out to your office. I hope to discover 
that you have taken swift and effective ac
tion to ensure that no future policy position 
of the USTR will be tainted by suspect ad
vice from someone who has registered to ad
vance the interests of a foreign nation or 
company. 

I would like to hear from you as soon as 
possible. Thank you for your assistance on 
this matter .. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID PRYOR. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a March 16 let
ter I wrote to the Honorable J. Michael 
Luttig, Assistant Attorney General, 
Department of Justice, on this matter 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON GoVERNMENT AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, March 16, 1992. 
Hon. J. MICHAEL LUTTIG, 
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal 

Counsel, Department of Justice, Washing
ton, DC. 

DEAR MR. LUTTIG: I have just learned 
today that the Department of Justice, Office 
of Legal, wrote to the White House General 
Counsel to inform them that persons that 
are registered as foreign agents cannot serve 
on federal advisory committees. Your office 
made this ruling in response to my inform
ing the Office of the U.S. Trade Representa
tive that the advisory committees upon 
which they were relying for trade advice, had 
several persons and firms that were reg
istered as foreign agents. As you know, the 
letter of April 29, 1991, from Deputy Assist
ant Attorney General John Harrison to the 
White House Counsel stated that 18 USC, 
Section 219(a) was grounds for this decision. 

While I agree with your decision, I am dis
appointed that it took six months for your 
office to respond to the USTR's inquiry. Fur
thermore, I question when you planned on 
making a broad government-wide announce
ment on this matter. I do not think that 
anyone else in the federal government knows 
that it is illegal for registered foreign agents 
to serve on federal advisory committees. Has 
this ruling been sent to other agencies? If so, 
when? If not, why not? 

As you know, there are criminal penalties 
associated with the part of the U.S. Code 
that you cited. Are you recommending that 
registered foreign agents serving on advisory 
committees be prosecuted? Or is the absolute 
ineptness and negligence of agencies, like 
USTR, in neglecting to ask for this informa
tion a defense for these individuals? 
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In addition, the USTR informed me that 

they receive advice from 40 advisory com
mittees. Did you review the membership of 
those committees? Were there foreign agents 
on those advisory committees? Who were 
they and what foreign clients did they have? 

As you know, there are over one thousand 
federal advisory committees and ·hundreds of 
person serving on them. These committees 
advise the USTR, the Departments of Com
merce, State, Defense, Treasury, and in fact, 
every significant part of the federal govern
ment. How many registered foreign agents 
have served on these advisory committees 
since January 1989? How many registered 
foreign agents are presently serving on these 
committees? What specific actions do you 
plan to take to investigate the conflicts of 
interest that are inherent in these situa
tions? 

It is unthinkable that such a situation has 
been allowed to exist. These advisory com
mittees have access to some of the most sen
sitive advice in our nation. The advice of 
these committees is relied upon by senior of
ficials in each agency. The conflicts of inter
est in even one agency, like the USTR, stag
gers the imagination. In conducting my gov
ernment-wide review of who is advising the 
federal government, I discovered this situa
tion. I shudder to think what other undis
covered and unexamined conflicts of interest 
are out there. 

Again, while I agree with your decision, I 
am disappointed that no one seems commit
ted to acting swiftly and effectively to pre
vent such conflicts of interest from occur
ring again. 

I look forward to receiving answers to the 
above questions by March 31, 1992. Thank 
you for your assistance with this matter. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID PRYOR. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Colorado [Mr. WIRTH] is rec
ognized under the previous order to 
speak for a period up to 15 minutes. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I thank 
you for your courteous recognition. 

(The remarks of Mr. WIRTH pertain
ing to the introduction of S. 2506 are 
located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Ohio is recognized. 
Pursuant to the previous order, the 

Senator is recognized for 15 minutes 
and the additional time that has been 
yielded to him. 

Mr. GLENN. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. GLENN pertain

ing to the introduction of S. 2506 are 
located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

Mr. MACK addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ROBB). The Chair recognizes the Sen
ator from Florida [Mr. MACKJ. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the Sen
ate as in morning business for not to 
exceed 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 

from Florida is recognized for up to 10 
minutes. 

REPEALING THE LUXURY TAX 
Mr. MACK. Mr. President, there are 

many things that the Congress could 
do to help give people the opportunity 
to work and to find jobs and to help in 
the creation of jobs. This morning I 
would just like to focus on one. 

Several weeks ago, there was an ef
fort on the part of the Congress to put 
together in growth package that, 
frankly, many of us believed almost 
from the beginning was doomed, that it 
was going nowhere. But I think there 
was something that was positive that 
came out of the process, and that is 
that both sides, both the Democrats 
and the Republicans in the Senate, 
both Democrats and Republicans in the 
other body, and the administration all 
supported the idea of repealing luxury 
taxes. 

And so what I would like to suggest 
this morning is that we ought to try to 
find those things that we agree upon 
and, in particular, the luxury tax, and 
that in a bipartisan approach we work 
together to try to see if we cannot 
craft a piece of legislation that would 
be passed by June 1 that, in essence, 
would eliminate the luxury tax. 

I am going to be circulating a letter 
in the next couple of days that will ba
sically encourage Members to sign on 
indicating their willingness to support 
repeal of the luxury taxes and at the 
same time to make a commitment that 
they would oppose any amendments to 
that particular bill or that particular 
piece of legislation. 

What we would do is we would pass 
the bill and we would hold it at the 
desk until the other body had passed 
similar legislation. 

Let me touch on the history of the 
luxury tax for just a moment. In the 
1990 budget agreement, a 10-percent 
luxury tax was placed on the following 
items above a certain amount: auto
mobiles, for example, $30,000 and above; 
boats, $100,000 and above; nonbusiness 
aircraft, $250,000 and above; jewelry and 
furs, $10,000 and above. 

The theory was that by imposing this 
luxury tax, we would tax those who are 
most able to pay, and the conclusion 
was drawn that there were no con
sequences for that decision; that, in es
sence, everything else would remain 
the same with the exception of the 10-
percent luxury tax. Many Members of 
both bodies voted for the budget agree
ment not really believing that a 10-per
cent luxury tax was going to put people 
out of work; that a 10-percent luxury 
tax, they believed, would not have an 
effect on those who buy those kinds of 
products. We now know from experi
ence and we know from the data that 
has been collected that is not the case. 

I think probably our colleague from 
Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI, said it 

best. She said, "America doesn't need a 
tax system that puts people out of 
work. That's just what the luxury tax 
* * * is doing. We thought we were 
going after the Donald Trumps and the 
Leona Helmsleys when we put this tax 
into the budget package. It turns out 
that we're just hurting the mom and 
pop small businesses * * * around the 
country." Again, I think she says it 
very well. 

In my own State, there have been 
some very real effects. Florida retail
ers sold just 45 luxury boats in the first 
3-month period following the luxury 
tax which went into effect in 1991. In 
the same period a year earlier, Florida 
retailers sold 164 of those boats. In 
other words, it dropped from 164 to 45. 
In 1990, 1,353 Floridians were employed 
by luxury boat manufacturers. In 1991, 
that number fell to 668. The State of 
Florida expected to lose $3.5 million in 
sales taxes alone as boat buyers de
layed purchases, buy tax-exempt used 
boats or register their boats outside 
the United States. At Well~raft Marine 
in Bradenton, FL, sales have declined 
by approximately 60 percent. Approxi
mately 400 jobs have been lost at 
Wellcraft, and they are directly attrib
utable to the boat tax. 

I paid a visit to the Wellcraft boat 
manufacturing operation last August, I 
believe it was, and had an opportunity 
to meet both with the managers of 
Wellcraft and with employees, both 
those who were working and those who 
lost their jobs. Many of those people 
who had lost their jobs had been work
ing for Wellcraft for some 13 or 14 
years. The people at Wellcraft called 
the luxury tax a layoff tax because 
they were trying to make the point 
that the only one who paid as a result 
of the 10-percent luxury tax were the 
people who lost their jobs because, 
again, a higher tax affected the pur
chasing patterns of the wealthy in the 
country. 

Tbere are several other items I would 
like to mention, one of which, again, 
talking about Wellcraft Marine, Robert 
Long, president of Wellcraft Marine in 
Sarasota, estimates he had to lay off 
about 1,200 people, about 60 percent of 
his work force. Bob Smith, the presi
dent and CEO of Bertram Yachts in 
Miami said he sold 34 boats to dealers 
in the first 3 months of last year. That 
was in 1990 before the luxury tax. After 
the tax went into effect, he sold only 
four boats in the same period. 

I might just add, it is not a surprise, 
since Congress did not act to repeal the 
luxury tax, that Bertram Yachts filed 
for bankruptcy just a few days ago. 

Again, the intention, without debat
ing political sides of this, was to raise 
more revenue. But the reality is it did 
not work. In fact, there have been some 
estimates that it cost more money to 
collect the few dollars the luxury tax is 
bringing in than what is actually being 
brought in. 
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There is another article entitled 

"May Day! May Day! May Day!" And 
referring to the luxury tax, it says: 

The rich have decided they won't be 
taxed-at least not with the 10 percent lux
ury tax. They have all but stopped buying 
$100,000 plus boats. 

That is right. For the first 2 months of this 
year so few new boats over $100,000 were sold 
at retail that the boating industry is now on 
the verge of complete collapse. This is not 
hyperbole. 

The finest, oldest, and best names in the 
business are, at this very moment, teetering 
on the precipice of disaster. At least three 
large yacht builders have gone out of busi
ness in the last 30 days. More, undoubtedly, 
will follow. 

A weak economic situation in 1989, 1990, 
and now the 1991 luxury tax, is simply too 
much for many of the low volume boat build
ers to withstand? 

An interesting thing also has oc
curred, and that is that we are now see
ing that the purchase of so-called lux
ury boats is not taking place outside 
the country. So not only are we shut
ting down operations in this country, 
but we are now finding that boats are 
being purchased outside the United 
States. It says the luxury tax is driving 
potential boat buyers into the hands of 
our capable foreign competitors from 
Germany, Holland, and England, who 
have been successfully luring American 
customers away, in order to avoid the 
10-percent luxury tax, going to places 
and flagging these new yachts in loca
tions like the Bahamas and in Ber
muda. 

Here is what one boat manufacturer 
had to say about the fairness of the 
boat tax. 

A yacht costing $1 million to build con
tains about $200,000 in direct labor costs that 
goes straight into the worker's pocket. An
other $200,000 goes into overhead which in
cludes more labor cost. The remaining 60 
percent goes for materials, engines, fiber
glass, wood products, electrical and mechan
ical equipment, appliances, furnishings and 
electronics-all products that are made by 
real people with real families. What's wrong 
with taking the rich guy's million bucks for 
a yacht and spreading it around a little? 

The overall effect of the boat tax has 
been to destroy 7,600 jobs nationwide in 
1991 alone, according to an estimate by 
the Joint Economic Committee. 

Mr. President, again I am going to 
ask my colleagues to join with me in 
this idea of signing on to a letter that 
in essence says we want to bring legis
lation to the floor here in the Senate 
by June 1 to repeal the luxury tax. By 
signing on to that letter, we agree that 
we would not accept any other amend
ments, and we would hold that legisla
tion at the desk until the other body 
were to do something similar to this 
approach. I ask my colleagues to take 
a look at that letter. It, in fact, will 
give us the opportunity to help put 
more Americans back to work. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed as if in 
morning business for just a brief pe
riod, a minute or so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE ATTENDING PHYSICIAN 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there 

has been a lot of discussion lately 
about the Office of the Attending Phy
sician. The permanent staff of the 
Rules Committee has made a study of 
the history and the operations of that 
office. I will ask unanimous consent to 
insert it in the RECORD and commend it 
to Members of Congress and to others 
who are talking about the Office of the 
Attending Physician. 

This does detail its history and what 
it does, and I think it demonstrates 
that Admiral Krasner and his staff pro
vide a very vital service not only to the 
Congress and those people who visit 
the Capitol but to the staff of the Cap
itol Police, the pages, members of the 
Supreme Court, and others who are in 
need of emergency medical service 
within the scope of their jurisdiction. 

Again, Mr. President, I urge Members 
to understand the valuable asset that 
exists in the Office of the Attending 
Physician and keep that in mind as we 
deal with the subjects that are before 
us now. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
statement prepared by the Rules Com
mittee staff be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE OFFICE OF THE ATTENDING PHYSICIAN 

BRIEF HISTORY 

The Office of the Attending Physician 
(OAP) was established in 1928, 70th Congress, 
2d session, after the collapse of several Mem
bers of Congress and the death of one Mem
ber of the House of Representatives. In each 
case, the arrival of a doctor was delayed sev
eral hours. After those incidents, Represent
ative Fred Britten of Illinois, chairman of 
the House Naval Affairs Committee, con
sulted Speaker Nicholas Longworth about 
the placement of a naval medical officer at 
the Capitol. 

On December 5, 1928, Representative Brit
ten introduced House Resolution 253, which 
passed unanimously that same day. It stat
ed: 

"Resolved, That the Secretary of the Navy 
is hereby requested to detail a medical offi
cer of the Navy to be in attendance at the 
Hall of the House of Representatives during 
the sessions of the House." 

Lieutenant Commander George Calver was 
assigned by the Secretary of the Navy, Cur
tis Wilbur, to this position on December 8, 
1928. He remained in this position until his 
retirement in October 1966. 

Dr. Calver initially worked in the Demo
cratic Cloakroom and later was assigned of
fice space in rooms H-165 and H-166 of the 
Capitol where the office still remains. 

On June 4, 1929, Senator Royal Copeland of 
New York introduced Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 14 to request the Secretary of the 
Navy to detail a medical officer for duty as 

physician to the House and to the Senate; 
and thus, extend Dr. Calver's services to Sen
ators. The measure was referred to the Sen
ate Committee on Naval Affairs, reported fa
vorably (S. Rept. 71-328) in April 1930, and 
passed unanimously by the Senate on April 
7, 1930. It was then referred to the House 
Committee on Accounts which took no ac
tion on it. However, Dr. Calver later stated 
that after this resolution passed the Senate, 
the Secretary of the Navy ordered him to 
"look after both houses." Since that time, 
the Office of the Attending Physician has 
been continually maintained for the provi
sion of medical services of Members of Con
gress. 

Although the Attending Physician has al
ways been on the payroll of the Navy, it was 
not until the enactment of the 1931 Legisla
tive Branch Appropriation Act (P.L. 71-311) 
on June 30, 1930, that Congress appropriated 
funds for necessary supplies and equipment 
in the Office. In its report accompanying this 
appropriations bill, the House Appropria
tions Committee stated: 

"The contingent fund has not heretofore 
been available for medical supplies and 
equipment for the emergency room and phy
sician's office and the committee is of the 
opinion that some amount should be avail
able for the purpose instead of relying en
tirely upon the Navy Department for such 
necessities." 

A survey of the Legislative Branch Appro
priation Acts since then indicates that ex
penses for supplies and equipment have con
tinued to be paid from the contingent fund of 
the House, often listed in those Acts as 
"Joint Items." 

Congress has also appropriated money for 
allowances such as technicians and hospital 
corpsmen, who have assisted in the office 
since 1929. House resolution 279, passed July 
l, 1930, stated: 

"Resolved, That until otherwise provided 
by law there shall be paid out of the contin
gent fund of the House an allowance not to 
exceed $30 per month each to two assistants 
in the office of the attending physician start
ing December l, 1929." 

This allowance has been included in subse
quent Appropriations Acts and the House has 
passed resolutions which increased the num
ber of assistants in the office. A more recent 
practice has been for the legislative branch 
a.ppropriations act to authorize an increase 
in the amount of the allowances and the 
number of Navy personnel who may receive 
such allowances, rather than the authorizing 
resolutions. 

Since the enactment of the Second Defi
ciency Appropriations Act of 1940, P.L. 76-
668, the Attending Physician has received an 
allowance which is presently $1,000 per 
month. 

In addition to medical personnel, there is a 
non-medical technical assistant appointed 
by the Attending Physician, subject to the 
approval of the Speaker of the House. He is 
on the payroll of the Clerk of the House. A 
survey of past Appropriations Acts indicated 
that this position did not exist until the en
actment of the 1947 Legislative Branch Ap
propriations Act, P.L. 79-479. There are also 
presently 16 nurses on the payroll of the Ar
chitect of the Capitol who assist the Attend
ing Physician. They staff the first aid rooms 
in the Capitol and Office buildings. 

Beginning with the 1976 Legislative Branch 
Appropriations Act, P.L. 94--59, Congress 
began the present practice of reimbursing 
the Department of the Navy for expenses in
curred for staff and equipment assigned to 
the Office of the Attending Physician. These 
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reimbursements are now credited to the 
Navy's annual appropriations. Consequently, 
Congress now appropriates the reimburse
ments to the Navy as well as the allowances 
for the Navy personnel assigned to the Office 
of the Attending Physician. 

P.L. 94-50 also began the present revolving 
fund in the U.S. Treasury for the Office of 
the Attending Physician. As recommended 
by the GAO, this fund is for the deposit of 
money received from the sale of drugs and 
any other sources and i.s available for the 
purchase of drugs for resale. 

SCOPE OF SERVICES 

Members may voluntarily open medical 
records with the Attending Physician and 
are encouraged to participate in a preventive 
health program through annual physicial ex
aminations. Medical information about 
members and the results from examinations 
conducted by the Attending Physician are 
kept confidential but may be sent to Mem
bers' private physicians upon written request 
by a Member. In addition, the Office provides 
a 24-hour telephone answering service. The 
OAP has expanded from its original mission 
to include the following functions: 

a. Provides comprehensive ambulatory 
care to meet the health care needs of the 
Members of Congress, and Capitol Officials 
consistent with professional and facility ca
pabilities. 

b. Maintains liaison with military and ci
vilian hospitals to facilitate necessary refer
ral of Members and other eligible bene
ficiaries requiring hospitalization. 

c. Provides limited ambulatory health care 
services to other eligible beneficiaries to in
clude: Staff, Pages, and the U.S. Capitol Po
lice. 

d. Cooperates, and when requested, partici
pates in planning medical support for mass 
casualties with Military District Washing
ton, Chief of the U.S. Capitol Police, Archi
tect of the Capitol and other officials as ap
propriate. 

e. Supervises the operations of nine sat
ellite first aid rooms located in House and 
Senate Office Buildings that provide support 
to the over 20,000 staff personnel who work 
for Congress. 

f. Provides CPR and First Aid instruction 
to Congressional staff. 

g. Medical consultant to the 1,200 man U.S. 
Capitol Police. 

h. Provides medical support for Inaugura
tions, Joint Sessions of Congress, visiting 
Heads of State, and a myriad of other special 
events at the Capitol. 

i. Serves as medical consultants for var
ious medical screening programs, blood 
drives, bone marrow registries, and health 
fairs for the over 20,000 staff personnel who 
work for the Congress. 

j. Oversees certain aspects of the environ
ment and occupational health requirements 
of the Capitol and other House and Senate 
Office Buildings. 

k. Provides supervision of the sanitary 
handling of food and the health of food serv
ice workers in the Capitol complex. 

1. Provides emergency care, utilizing a 
highly trained medical response team, for 
the over one million tourists, medically 
handicapped visitors, school children, church 
organizations, and service groups that visit 
the Capitol each year. 

m. Provides allergy shots to staff condi
tional on their providing the serum. Immuni
zations are provided to Members of Congress 
and their staffs for approved Congressional 
travel. Annual flu shots are provided to Con
gressional staff for a nominal fee. 

n. Specialized services provided to Mem
bers include: a Medical Response Team with 

emergency equipment which is on call when 
the Office is open; ambulance service; com
plete laboratory, X-ray, pharmacy and phys
iotherapy services; electrocardiographic 
service (each Member is furnished with a 
wallet-size copy of his/her electrocardio
gram). 

Anecdotes about incidents in which At
tending Physician has been involved re
cently: 

Cared for 5 Catholic Nuns who had gotten 
frostbite of toes protesting in snow in front 
of Capitol; 

Cared for protesters on hunger strike for 
homeless when they passed out; 

First on scene and stabilized Vietnamese 
protester who tried to commit "Hari Kari" 
with sword on steps of Capitol; 

First on scene and tried to resuscitate man 
who doused self with gasoline and burned self 
to death on West Front; 

Aided and probably saved life of 
groundskeeper who had tree limb fall on 
head near Grotto; 

First on scene, helped resuscitate and 
evacuate a policeman and two visitors who 
had heart attacks during Inauguration; 

Treated and "patched up" Lech Walesa's 
translator when he had fever and laryngitis 
so that he could work during Joint Meeting; 

Treated several visiting members of for-
eign Parliaments, including Italian, Japa
nese, and English during official visits; 

Assisted after a young woman delivered a 
baby in capitol bathroom; 

Assisted in treating illnesses of Congres
Sional witnesses; and 

Assisted on numerous occasions when large 
group of handicapped or other groups of peo
ple with such disorders as diabetes, epilepsy, 
multiple sclerosis, sarcoidosis, who have 
come to the Capitol and have subsequently 
become acutely ill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER]. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that I might speak for a period up 
to 8 minutes as if in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. SPECTER per

taining to the introduction of S. 2508 
are located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pe
riod for morning business is now 
closed. 

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair. · 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Maryland. 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed in morn
ing business for no more than 5 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Ms. MIKULSKI per
taining to the introduction of S. 2508 
are located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader is recognized. 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, last 
evening, I sought to obtain consent to 
proceed to the consideration of House 
Joint Resolution 456, the continuing 
appropriations bill for foreign oper
ations. At that time, the distinguished 
Republican leader indicated that he 
was not able to give that consent since 
he had received a copy of the proposed 
agreement and the resolution by the 
distinguished Senator from New Jersey 
only a couple of hours before that time 
and had not had the opportunity to 
fully consult with his colleagues. 

I am now advised that such consulta
tion is underway at this moment, and 
that at approximately noontime, the 
distinguished Republican leader will be 
in a position to respond. 

Accordingly, Mr. President, I am 
going to, momentarily, seek consent to 
extend the period for morning business 
until noon, and will at that time, at 
approximately noon or shortly there
after, proceed to renew the request and 
to gain approval for the Senate to pro
ceed to the consideration of the con
tinuing appropriations bill for foreign 
operations. 

If we can proceed to that, it is my in
tention that we will remain on that 
measure until it is disposed of, and 
then we will proceed to complete ac
tion on the NIH authorization bill, 
which we began consideration of yes
terday, with respect to which we ob
tained an agreement limiting amend
ments, which agreement is published at 
page 2 of today's Calendar of Business. 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent that the period 
for morning business be extended until 
12 noon, with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS 
CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I do not 

intend to speak beyond emphasizing 
what the distinguished majority leader 
has just said. He has stated his intent 
that when we go on the continuing res
olution, to stay on that. I commend 
him for his efforts in seeking a time 
agreement. I hope that Senators will 
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join in a time agreement on this mat
ter. Otherwise, we face unnecessary ex
penditures in Government, as we find 
the Peace Corps, refugee assistance, 
and other areas absent funds. 

In my own discussions with Senators 
of both parties, I find general agree
ment. If we had, for example, a vote on 
the continuing resolution right now, it 
would pass overwhelmingly. We ought 
to get on with it. 

Senator LAUTENBERG has a sense-of
the-Senate resolution that is straight
forward and certainly far less than he 
would have liked to have seen on his 
bill. We ought to be able to dispose of 
that. Seventy or more Senators last 
fall joined in something much more 
far-reaching. Senator LAUTENBERG in 
his resolution has allowed that to be 
disposed of. I hope that we will do this 
quickly. We have a number of very se
rious matters here. 

Again, I commend the majority lead
er, and I commend Senator LAUTEN
BERG, and others, who have worked 
with him in trying to move this for
ward. I commend my distinguished 
ranking member on this bill. Let us get 
on with it. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey is recognized. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
first, I want to thank my distinguished 
colleague and friend, the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Foreign Oper
ations of the Appropriations Commit
tee, the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
LEAHY]. He has tried to fashion a com
promise that would take care of a hu
manitarian obligation that we have. A 
centerpiece of U.S. foreign policy for 
years was Jackson-Vanik, which said 
to the Soviet Union: we are not going 
to do any business with you, in terms 
of commerce or trade, unless you ob
serve the most basic of human rights, 
and permit people to emigrate or travel 
as they choose. · 

So it has· been more than 15 years of 
pursuing the issue of freedom to emi
grate, particularly for Soviet Jews, and 
also for other religious groups in the 
Soviet Union that wanted to go to freer 
lands. 

So we are now faced with a situation 
where the debate, as I see it, is going to 
enlarge substantially, unfortunately. 

I have a resolution that is going to be 
offered that simply confirms the fact 
that we have, for years, believed that it 
is a responsibility of the United States 
to try and help one of our most impor
tant allies absorb a population growth 
of about 20 percent of its base popu
lation. 

Can you imagine what would happen 
if the United States were suddenly 
called upon to absorb 50 million immi
grants in a year? It would strain our 
system totally and would cause chaos 
in our society. 

Well, the Israelis are apparently will
ing to do that. I respect their welcom-

ing of these possible disfant relatives 
into their society as full-fledged mem
bers. They want to do it in a year. 

They have asked us to do one very 
simple thing, and that is to provide 
loan guarantees. This does not mean 
loans. There is a lot of confusion in the 
American public. I agree that our eco
nomic problems here at home are over
whelming for millions of Americans. 
Jobs are at risk, homes are at risk, 
families are at risk, education is at 
risk. We ought not to, in any way, di
minish our seriousness about helping 
those people in thousands of commu
nities across the country. That comes 
first on my list. There is no doubt 
about it. 

But almost on a parallel track, Mr. 
President, are decisions about where 
we stand in terms of our friendships, 
where we stand in terms of inter
national leadership. Do we want to pre
serve our opportunity to lead this 
world, not only politically and func
tionally, but economically? And you 
have to do a lot of things to maintain 
that leadership, not the least of which 
is to step up when other countries can
not. Soon to be formally announced, 
were are hearing about billions of dol
lars worth of aid to a former signifi
cant enemy, because of which we spent 
more than a trillion dollars in defense 
preparation. And now this former 
enemy has become a current friend. We 
hope that they remain stable and via
ble, and we ought to think about help
ing them. 

But does that mean we turn our back 
on old friends, friends who have been 
there for decades, a friend like Israel 
who destroyed the nuclear reactor that 
Iraq was building in 1981? 

Mr. President, you know very well 
what that would have meant in the 
Persian Gulf conflict, if madman Hus
sein had nuclear weapons. They do not 
have to be missiles. They do not have 
to be bombs. The occupant of the chair 
knows something about the military 
and war, because he served in Vietnam. 
I served in World War II. Nuclear artil
lery is almost as devastating. Artillery 
shells are believed to have the power of 
the bombs dropped at Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki. 

Had Saddam Hussein had nuclear 
weapons, not only might we have faced 
the loss of thousands of American 
lives, but maybe we would have been so 
disadvantaged that we would not have 
been able to respond to that need. 

So, Mr. President, what I am looking 
at here today is to assert our good in
tentions. The Senator from Vermont 
was absolutely right. This does not sat
isfy what I think is an American obli
gation. This does not satisfy an implied 
promise that was made over the years, 
but at least it says in this body we in
dividually believe or do not believe 
that we ought to respect the relation
ship that we have with an ally and 
friend, one who we are liable to need 

even more in the future than we did in 
the past. 

Today, Mr. President, I was shocked 
to hear the news that the United Na
tions, .this body of world opinion and 
force, this body of world government, if 
we can call it that, approved sanctions 
against Libya because she refuses to 
turn over two suspects and four accom
plices that it is believed participated in 
the bringing down of an American air
liner, Pan Am 103. That incident will 
be forever marked in American history, 
and will forever define the ultimate in 
terrorism: 270 people, many of them 
young, many of them college students, 
returning home for the Christmas holi
day. None of them participated in any 
activities that beget or deserve that 
kind of response. 

Well, today or yesterday, the United 
Nations approved sanctions. And what 
did we hear from the Middle East this 
morning, from Cairo? Protest by dear 
friends, by the Arab League, that has 
now established its headquarters back 
in Cairo, that this is imposing too 
much force, too much pressure. And we 
heard that also from Morocco, and 
other people who were or are currently 
friends. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that I be permitted to speak for 2 
additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That, from these 
friends, Mr. President; Egypt, whom I 
consider a friend, for whom I worked 
very hard, when the President proposed 
forgiving 7 billion dollars' worth of 
funds owed. When the Egyptians asked 
me, when I was at a meeting on August 
20; 1990, for a $160 million waiver of in
terest due in September, the President 
so generously-I might even say cor
rectly-agreed to forgive 7 billion dol
lars' worth of loans. I say correctly 
with some misgiving; I think we could 
have done it better.· It cost every tax
payer in America a contribution to 
that 7 billion dollars' worth of loan for
giveness. 

The President made the decision. I 
was called to the White House with 
other members of the Appropriations 
Committee to help defend the Presi
dent's commitment, his honor, his in
tegrity, his credibility. I disagreed. I 
said: Take that $.7 billion and amortize 
it over 10 years and make it $700 mil
lion a year we can forgive, and that 
way we can kind of attach a little bit 
of a chain, a little bit of linkage to the 
forgiveness of the debt. 

But once the decision was made, I 
was determined to permit the United 
States the honor of fulfilling its com
mitment, and I fought hard. And I sat 
in the conference, Mr. President, over 
on the House side, at 6 a.m. in the 
morning from the day before, trying to 
make sure that the commitment made 
by the President of the United States 
was upheld and that we did forgive the 
7 billion dollars' worth of loans. 
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Now, what we are talking about is 

loan guarantees to an old friend, some
one who is not going to stand up and 
criticize because we want those terror
ists in our hands. We want to try them, 
and we are willing to have them tried 
by the United Nations. I wish we could 
get our hands on them. But the fact is 
that Israel will never say no to some
thing like that. 

And so we have a chance to help this 
democracy, this democratic society, 
different than almost every other one 
in that region, to honor its commit
ment to absorb refugees-they never 
say no to someone who wants to come 
there-to help them provide housing, 
provide jobs, and provide some infra
structure. 

I intend to offer a sense-of-the-Sen
ate resolution or amend the CR; I am 
going to take whatever vehicle I can to 
make sure that the United States hon
ors a commitment. 

Mr. President, if I am running out of 
time, I see my distinguished friend and 
colleague from Ohio ready to speak. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. The Senator 
may finish. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I get the signal 
here it is all right for me to continue 
for a few more minutes, and I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to speak for another 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New Jersey is rec
ognized for an additional 5 minutes in 
morning business. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank my 
friend from Ohio. 

Mr. President, we are talking about a 
means of establishing or reestablishing 
our credibility on this issue. Do we or 
do we not mean what we say, whether 
"say" means to speak the words or to 
imply it. When governments like the 
United States wink an eye or shake a 
head or quietly agree to something, 
that means an awful lot. And that was 
the promise made over the last roughly 
15 years, since Jackson-Vanik was en
acted into law. 

Again, Mr. President, to reestablish 
the concept upon which the loan ·guar
antees are made, what we are asking is 
the United States, say, says: We will 
underwrite loans made from the com
mercial institutions, maybe even indi
viduals-I am not sure what the struc
ture is-that we will guarantee that 
there will be no default. Israel's record 
is so good on this issue. She has never 
defaulted, never missed a deadline for 
funds that she owed. I wish we could 
say the same for all of our nations 
around the globe that we extended 
those credits to. 

It will permit her to borrow money 
at a lower rate. It will cost the Amer
ican taxpayers nothing. Israel has 
agreed to pay the origination fees on 
these loans; Israel has agreed to absorb 
whatever costs. As a matter of fact, 
under the Leahy-Kasten plan, any 

money spent in the administered terri
tories will be deducted from these loan 
guarantees. 

I do not agree with that policy. I 
think that issue has to be settled 
across the table with the parties nego
tiating for peace. But nevertheless, 
that is the kind of propo!"!:;-1,l that is out 
there, and frankly I would accept that. 

What I am asking for is my col
leagues to stand up and say yes or no, 
we believe that that obligation, a 
moral obligation, is really there, and 
we ought to consider-consider-it; not 
do it. Because this resolution, Mr. 
President, a sense-of-the-Senate reso
lution, as the Chair very well knows, 
has no force of law; it simply declares 
an intent. 

And I will ask my colleagues, when 
debate is going to follow, whether they 
have the courage to stand up and say 
yes or no. I know there is pressure 
back home from people who want to 
see investments in the community, and 
I said earlier and I still say yes, those 
investments have to be made; 100 
economists yesterday, including 6 
Nobel laureates, said we have to invest 
more in the infrastructure of this coun
try, regardless of the deficit implica
tion, because of the severity of the re
cession we are under. They say it, and 
I agree: Let us invest more in the infra
structure. 

I helped author a bill . that provides 
$151 billion over the next 6 years in in
vestment in infrastructure to repair 
our deteriorating roads, our obsolete 
bridges, to permit traffic to move fast
er, to permit us to be more competi
tive, to conform to clean air, and re
duce dependency on foreign oil. I agree 
with that. That has nothing to do with 
the loan guarantees that are asked for. 

I will say to my colleagues: Listen, 
you have to have a clean conscience 
when you go home. This is part of a 
price for maintaining America's 
strength in the Middle East, because if 
Israel had not been there over these 
years, we would have spent billions, far 
more than it cost us to maintain our 
presence there. Stability there would 
have been an impossible condition to 
achieve. 

You know, Mr. President, the irony 
of all of this. We went to war osten
sibly to save Kuwait and Saudi Arabia 
from being invaded and coopted by 
Iraq, and what happens? These are 
among the richest people on the face of 
the Earth, people whose profligacy is 
known to many, people who have giant 
airplanes at their beck and call, people 
with castles and palaces and homes all 
over the place. And we saved their 
country. We saved it from invasion and 
capture and occupation. 

And the Saudi Arabians still owe us 
$1 billion. It is an insult to every 
American who had an interest in what 
was taking place there, to those who 
perished in pursuit of democracy, al
legedly democracy, in Kuwait and 

Saudi Arabia. They still owe us $1 bil
lion. 

And when I asked the Secretary of 
State, "When is this money going to be 
collected?" He said, "We have no pre
scribed date for this. It is not on the · 
calendar." Not on the calendar? We 
went there and placed our whole mili
tary force in the region to take the 
risk to fight for what, again, was al
leged to be a democratic society. Yes
terday, or last week, King Fahd said he 
is not going to permit voting. He did 
not want to go that far with reform. 
Spread the jobs out a little bit, but 
vote, heavens no. 

They still owe us a billion bucks. 
Iraq had a loan guarantee in 1989 of $500 
million upon which they defaulted as 
they prepared to make war on their 
neighbors. 

Mr. President, if I may ask the Chair, 
what is the prescribed time for morn
ing business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pe
riod for morning business, by unani
mous consent, has been extended to the 
hour of 12 noon. The time allocated to 
the Senator from New Jersey has ex
pired. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
will have a chance to talk about this at 
some length later on. I just hope that 
my colleagues in their offices hear the 
plan, hear the program, and will give 
us the support to honor an obligation 
of understanding. With that, I yield the 
floor and I thank the Chair, and I sug
gest the absense of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed as in 
morning business for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
is recognized to speak for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NICKLES. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. NICKLES pertain

ing to the introduction of S. 2509 are 
located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Nevada is recog
nized. 

Mr REID. It is my understanding, 
making a parliamentary inquiry, we 
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are now in morning business and will 
be until 1:45? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

WOMEN'S HEALTH RESEARCH 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today 

in support of the National Institutes of 
Health reauthorization bill, and I rise 
specifically as it addresses an under
represented group in the U.S. Congress, 
namely women. 

Mr. President, several years ago in 
my Las Vegas office, I was approached 
by three women. They asked if they 
can come and visit with me in my of
fice, and I of course agreed to that. 
When we met, these women were not 
happy to be there; they were embar
rassed that they had to come to my of
fice. 

They proceeded to tell me, each of 
them in their own way, that they had 
a disease called interstitial cystitis. 
This is a disease of the bladder. It is a 
disease that afflicts approximately half 
a million women, 500,000 women, in the 
United States today, as it did then. 

These women proceeded to tell me 
that there was no research being done 
as to why people got sick with this dis
ease. There was no research being done 
as to how they could get well. They, in 
effect, were crying out for help. 

As a result of their meeting with me, 
I came to realize that this disease that 
these women had was a disease specific 
to women, and, as I looked around, I 
found there were other diseases that 
were specific to women that we, in ef
fect, as a national body, had failed to 
recognize, had failed to do any re
search, and had failed basically to do 
anything to help women with these dis
eases. Why? Probably 200 years of 
male-dominated legislatures, both on 
the national level and the State level, 
has left its mark on women in many 
areas, but no area more particularly 
than that of medical research. 

Mr. President, traditionally men 
have decided, and still do, to a lesser 
degree, of course, what types of medi
cal research get funded and at what 
levels they get funded. Men are in the 
majority in the Congress. Men are in 
the majority in medical research. This 
means and has meant for many years 
past that the needs of women are over
looked. So here this afternoon, for a 
few minutes, I would like to speak of 
those women currently suffering from 
specific female diseases and for those 
who may die from these female-specific 
diseases. If men suffered from illnesses 
such as the disease about which I 
spoke, interstitial cystitis or multiple 
sclerosis-not everyone who has mul
tiple sclerosis but the vast majority of 
people who have that disease are 
women. Lupus. Approximately 90 per
cent of the people who have lupus are 
women. Osteoporosis. If men suffered 
at the same rate women do from these 

diseases, I would wager that a lot more 
research would be done on these ill
nesses. Perhaps there would even be 
cures now if we had started on these 
diseases some time ago. 

I can see this inequity as nothing less 
than medical sexism, Mr. President. 
Last year, as a member of the Appro
priations Committee of this body, I was 
able to help secure $50 million for 
breast cancer screening programs, $40 
million to establish an Office of Wom
en's Health at the National Institutes 
of Health, and $3 million, which was 
the second track of money, for research 
on interstitial cystitis, the disease 
about which I have previously spoken. 

These appropriations, while not a 
cure-all, a save-all, were a significant 
step toward placing women's health 
and research on women's health on a 
par with men's. Today, we are fortu
nate to have the opportunity to step 
forward, to go further. 

The bill we are debating today, is a 
bill to provide permanent authority for 
an Office of Research on Women's 
Health within the Office of the NIH Di
rector. This office will ensure that NIH 
complies with the congressional man
date for inclusion of women in clinical 
research and will coordinate among the 
institutes the various research projects 
involving women. For too long women 
have been excluded from research 
projects due to arbitrary consider
ations. Researchers evidently have be
lieved that women have a more com
plicated hormone system and results of 
studies on women would be difficult to 
interpret and more costly to gather. 
Therefore, Mr. President, women have 
been considered a special case and men 
have been considered the norm. 

How can we consider a majority of 
the population-and that is what 
women are--as a special case? How can 
we refuse to test more than half our 
population because we say they are not 
the norm? This makes no sense. It is, 
Mr. President, blatant medical sexism. 

The bill to which I refer, the NIH au
thorization, establishes a Clinical Re
search Equity Subcommittee in every 
institute in the National Institutes of 
Health to ensure that women and mi
norities are included as subjects in 
each project. 

Millions of women have read the 
studies that suggest that an aspirin a 
day may prevent heart disease. In fact, 
a baby aspirin a day, we are told, will 
help alleviate a heart condition. But 
these same people, do they realize that 
the sample group that was taken to 
come to these conclusions was entirely 
male? Twenty thousand men were test
ed, not a single woman, to arrive at 
this result. In fact, we really do not 
know scientifically whether an aspirin 
a day, a baby aspirin or otherwise, is 
harmful or beneficial to women with 
heart disease. Probably they are, but 
we do not know for sure. It is patently 
unfair to assume that men and women 

are not different in response to aspirin 
or to ignore any difference as not tech
nically significant. Heart disease 
claims the greatest number of female 
lives in this country, yet all major 
studies of causes and prevention have 
involved exclusively men. Once again, 
women are left in the dark because of 
medical sexism. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, physi
cians have a poor understanding of the 
effects of aging on the development of 
diseases in older women. One-third
and some even say as much as one
half-of women in America are 
postmenopausal, and doctors are with
out the tools to treat the accompany
ing aging problems. This bill, the bill 
to which I referred earlier, requires re
search on the aging process in women, 
especially on the effects of menopause 
and the loss of ovarian hormones. Fur
ther, $40 million is appropriated in this 
bill for research of osteoporosis, a dis
ease some say affects again as many as 
one-half of postmenopausal women and 
resulting in 50,000 deaths annually. In 
addition to research in osteoporosis, 
the effort shall include a study of 
Paget's disease and related bone dis
orders. 

Information is the greatest necessity 
in women's health today. This bill es
tablishes a clearinghouse and data 
bank to provide information on re
search and prevention activities in 
women's health. A registry is estab
lished to provide a sample pool and 
data for continuing research projects. 
Despite our advances in technologies, 
the number of women diagnosed with 
breast cancer each year has increased 
from 1in14 to 1 in 9. In my State, the 
State of Nevada, it is estimated that in 
such a sparsely populated State, this 
year 200 women will die from breast 
cancer. This, Mr. President, is unac
ceptable. The bill will appropriate $80 
million in title III for breast cancer re
search, prevention, education, and es
tablishment of research centers. We, as 
a body, must continue to provide the 
assistance needed to investigate and 
combat this pervasive, deadly disease. 

As I have said before, women have 
been . underrepresented in positions 
that affect this Nation's health policy. 
Health problems unique to women have 
received inadequate attention. I intend 
to work to change that trend. I urge all 
my colleagues to support this impor
tant legislation for the health of our 
wives, daughters, mothers, and all 
American women. 

Mr. President, I extend my congratu
lations and appreciation to the chair
man of the committee, Senator KEN
NEDY, and the entire committee for re
porting this legislation, which will not 
only help in the specific area about 
which I have spoken, namely, women's 
health, but also a great deal to main
tain the one area where we can say 
without question we are still predomi
nant in the world, and that is research 
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on health issues. And so, again, I con
gratulate and I applaud the committee 
for its fine work in reporting this bill 
to the floor. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ex
press my appreciation to the Senator 
from Nevada. I would like to ask if his 
comments could be included at the ap
propriate place in the RECORD when the 
Senate reverts to the debate on the leg
islation, which is the pending legisla
tion, dealing with the reauthorization 
of the NIH bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If that is agreeable 
with the Senator. 

Mr. REID. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I might add to what 

the Senator has pointed out, which I 
think is an excellent summation of the 
disparity that exists in terms of re
search programs at NIH focusing on 
women. As the Senator pointed out, 
not only have the kinds of diseases 
which most affect women not received 
the attention and the funding, as he 
has mentioned, but from even those 
clinical trials for diseases which in
clude a very high percentage of women, 
women have been excluded. When we 
look at the fact that such diseases as 
ovarian cancer, for example, cancer of 
the breast, which are some of the 
major killers of women, our fellow citi
zens, the Senator ought to take a sense 
of pride that in those areas, particu
larly in cancer of the breast, we have 
taken independent action as well. 

We know we cannot mandate cures 
for particular cancers, but what we can 
do is try to bring a greater focus and 
attention on some of the research that 
has been done that offers hope and op
portunity to women in those particular 
areas. 

I want to commend him for empha
sizing that aspect of the legislation. 

We had a very good debate yesterday 
focusing on the fetal transplantation 
issue. But the Senator has identified 
one of the other very important as
pects of this legislation. I commend 
him, and as a member of the Appro
priations Committee I note his contin
ued involvement in trying to fund 
these issues, which will be very, very 
important. I express my appreciation 
to him for his work. 

Again, I recognize as well Senator 
MIKULSKI who has been so much in
volved in this effort. 

I thank the Senator. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I first ask 
unanimous consent to proceed as if in 
morning business for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TIME FOR BIPARTISANSHIP ON 
POLICIES TOWARD THE FORMER 
SOVIET UNION 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I welcome 

the President's decision to offer leader
ship in responding to one of the great
est events of the 20th century: the fall 
of communism in what was the Soviet 
Union. Since the Soviet Union's break
up on Christmas day, I and others in 
the Congress have been urging the ad
ministration to respond swiftly to the 
situation to ensure that democracy and 
free market economy will take root in 
the 11 new countries. 

Three days after the break up of the 
Soviet Union, I traveled to Moscow 
and, in the days following, to Minsk, 
Kiev, and Yerevan for a firsthand look 
at the situation in those capitals. I 
came away from that trip concerned 
about the prospects for the success of 
the reform efforts in each of those 
countries. 

Upon returning from the former So
viet Union, I made a series of rec
ommendations for the United States 
response to the situation in the newly 
independent republics. Among other 
things, I suggested that the United 
States should monitor closely the hu
manitarian needs in the new countries 
of the farmer Soviet Union and respond 
with sufficient urgency to any situa
tion that might reverse the democratic 
trend in Russia and the other farmer 
Soviet republics; that the United 
States should support efforts to keep 
nuclear scientists employed in the 
Commonwealth of Independent States 
in projects not involving weapons for 
other countries; and that the United 
States should respond positively and 
quickly to requests from the leaders of 
the new countries for technical co
operation and training in areas such as 
small business development and bank
ing reform. I continue to believe that 
the United States should view coopera
tion with the new republics in these 
areas as an opportunity to build mar
kets for United States goods, to in
crease United States output and em
ployment, and to create greater eco
nomic and political stability in the 
former Soviet Union. 

In February and March, I chaired 
several hearings of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee at which witnesses 
ranging from the Librarian of Con
gress, Dr. James Billington, to our Am
bassador to Russia, Robert Strauss, 
agreed on the urgency of helping the 
former Soviet Union. All our witnesses 
agreed that it will be difficult for the 
new democracies to survive if their 
people perceive that they are worse off 
than they were when the Soviet Union 
existed. I was particularly struck by 
Dr. Billington's thesis that it may be 
the peoples' anger, not hunger that 
threatens the fledgling democratic and 
free market reforms in the former So
viet Union. I have said time and again 
that I am concerned that Russia might 

be vulnerable to an authoritarian dem
agog if economic conditions do not im
prove. 

Last month, President Nixon served 
a warning notice when he called the 
U.S. response "pathetically inad
equate·." In a speech on the Senate 
floor on March 12, I outlined my view 
that it is an act of fundamental na
tional self-interest for us to help Rus
sia and the other countries of the 
former Soviet Union. 

I welcome the administration's readi
ness to move ahead with a program of 
cooperation with the newly independ
ent countries of the former Soviet 
Union. I-and I am sure many of my 
colleagues share this sentiment-have 
been frustrated by the apparent slow
ness in our Government's response to 
the situation thus far. 

I heard it said recently that the tim
ing could not have been worse-the So
viet Union disintegrates during a Pres
idential election year in which the do
mestic economic situation is dismal, 
leaving little room for a proad United 
States response. The challenge now is 
to demonstrate that it is in our vital 
national interest to extend the hand of 
friendship to the people of the farmer 
Soviet Union, to demonstrate that in 
this greatly changed and ever smaller 
world, domestic, and foreign policies 
cannot be separated. 

Despite the fact that this is an elec
tion year, the time has come to put 
aside partisanship and to forge a con
sensus response to the disintegration of 
the Soviet Union. If the Congress could 
muster bipartisan support to fight 
communism in the 1950's, surely we can 
cooperate in helping to rebuild coun
tries devastated by 70 years of dictator
ship and repression. 

Many of us in Congress have been 
prodding the administration to take a 
greater leadership role on this issue. I 
believe that we in Congress have a duty 
to follow through on our challenge and 
work with the administration on this 
issue. During a recent Foreign Rela
tions Committee hearing with Ambas
sador Strauss, several of my colleagues 
pledged their support for a Presidential 
initiative, should it be forthcoming, 
and we prayed that it was. 

The President has, at last, responded 
to our appeals, and it is now time to 
work with him to enact a program that 
will advance our vital national secu
rity interests. For my part, I will do all 
that I can to help enact legislation as 
quickly as possible. Now is the time to 
step forward and assert American lead
ership. If democracy and economic re
form do not survive in the former So
viet Union, new threats to peace and 
stability in Europe and elsewhere are 
likely to arise. We must not allow that 
to happen. 

Looking back in history, in 1919, 
there was a democratic revolution in 
Russia and Kerenski was elected. He 
was not helped by the West, and condi-
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tions grew more and more miserable. 
The Russian people rose to welcome a 
man on a white horse, in this casA 
Lenin, coming in with an authoritarian 
system. We do not want to see now, by 
lack of response on our part, the open
ing of the door for some other authori
tarian system, and not a democracy, 
which would render useless all of the 
advances made in the last few years. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 

During the past fiscal year, it cost 
the American taxpayers $286,022,000,000 
just to pay the interest on spending ap
proved by Congress over and above 
what the Federal Government col
lected in taxes and other income. Aver
aged out, this amounts to $5.5 billion 
every week, or $785 million every day. 

What would America be like today if 
there had been a Congress that had the 
courage and the integrity to operate on 
a balanced l:;mdget? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
clerk will call the roll. The NOMINATION OF DANIEL S. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the dis

tinguished majority leader has worked 
extremely hard in trying to get people 
to agree to a time limit on the continu
ing resolution. The distinguished chair
man of the committee, the senior Sen
ator from West Virginia, has certainly 
been cooperative in trying to move for
ward on this. As chairman of the rel
evant subcommittee, both I and the 
ranking member of that subcommittee 
have said that we would agree to as 
short a time limitation as possible. 

Mr. President, all I can say is that we 
ought to get on with it. Everybody 
tells me they want to get this matter 
taken care of. The fact is that time has 
run out. 

Let us vote up or down. If people feel 
a particular way on a particular issue 
on the foreign aid bill, vote it up or 
down. That is what we are paid to do 
around here, not to sit around con
templating the best way to avoid hav
ing to be responsible for something. So 
let us just vote one way or the other. 
The American people would like to see 
that. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinde.d. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SIMON). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOX SCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Fed
eral debt ' run up by the U.S. Congress 
stood at $3,871, 749,320,523.67, as of the 
close of business on Monday, March 30, 
1992. 

As anybody familiar with the U.S. 
Constitution knows, no President can 
spend a dime that has not first been 
authorized and appropriated by the 
Congress of the United States. 

GOLDIN TO BE NASA ADMINIS
TRATOR 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, yes

terday the Senate confirmed Daniel S. 
Goldin to be Administrator of the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration. Mr. Goldin will replace Adm. 
Richard Truly, who has resigned and 
will be leaving NASA this week. 

Mr. President, the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation held a hearing on Mr. Goldin's 
nomination on Friday, March 27, which 
I chaired. Mr. Goldin responded to a va
riety of questions from many Members 
of the Commerce Committee. Clearly, 
Mr. Goldin will face many tough issues 
in the management of NASA and our 
civil space program. 

Mr. Goldin will be serving at a time 
when NASA faces a difficult situation. 
For the last several years, in the belief 
that funding increases would continue 
indefinitely, NASA has been adding to 
its list of projects and missions. Cer
tainly, there are many meritorious 
proposals for getting into space being 
advanced by the scientific and engi
neering communities. However, Fed
eral spending must be controlled by 
choosing among these proposals. 

I am concerned about NASA's ambi
tious agenda not becam~e I am opposed 
to continued space exploration or aero
nautical research. Quite the opposite. I 
am concerned because I have been a 
strong supporter of these programs and 
am committed to seeing that we make 
the necessary choices to ensure that 
the United States retains its leadership 
position in space. 

In a year when budget deficits exceed 
$400 billion, I question whether there 
will be support in the Congress for a 5-
year NASA budget that exceeds $92 bil
lion, as NASA currently has planned. 
The ongoing debate about whether to 
continue funding for the space station 
stems from the fact that, for the next 
several years, we Will not be able to 
fund all of the NASA budget. Some
thing has to give. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that, 
working with the new NASA Adminis
trator, we will move forward with the 
debate about the future direction of 
NASA and the U.S. space program. As 
chairman of the Commerce Committee, 
I look forward to working with Mr. 
Goldin as we undertake that effort. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 

anyone seek the floor? 

TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM MAUPINS 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 

·today I rise to pay tribute to a great 
Minnesotan and a great American, the 
late William Maupins of Duluth. He 
died of cancer on March 28. His life as 
a civil libertarian and community lead
er is an important piece of U.S. his
tory. 

I would like to present for the 
RECORD the following Duluth News
Tribune account written by Susan 
Stanich: 

Maupins, 69, served as president of the Du
luth branch of the National Association for 
the Advancement of Colored People for 11 
years, was considered by many the patriarch 
of the northern Minnesota black community 
and a voice of conscience of the community 
at large. 

"I'm just proud to be his daughter," said 
Carrie Lindahl of Wayzata. He affected the 
life of virtually every black person in the 
area said Lurline Baker-Kent, state assistant 
commissioner of corrections and former Du
luth School Board member and Woman of 
the Year. "I don't think I would have been 
personally successful without him," she said. 
"He was my mentor. He was the mentor of 
most of us.'' 

His biographer, historian Gary 
Brueggemann of St. Paul, who has been re
searching Maupins' letters in the University 
of Minnesota-Duluth archives, said his leg
acy is that of a "great leader." "He tackled 
the real big state and national issues; but at 
the same time he tackled the little daily 
problems: .a man who couldn't get a job, a 
woman falsely arrested. He'd help them out 
* * * I've been slowly piecing together what 
a magical guy this was." 

Abandoned as a newborn in a Duluth hotel, 
orphaned by his adoptive mother at age 4, 
Maupins was raised by his adoptive father, a 
college graduate who worked at jobs then 
available to black men in Duluth: elevator 
operator and shoe-shiner. 

Maupins graduated from Duluth Central 
High School, served in the Navy during 
World War II and attended the University of 
Minnesota-Duluth, where he studied politi
cal science and graduated in three years with 
the class of 1951. 

He said in a 1975 interview that none of the 
major Duluth companies would accept his 
job applications at first. Eventually he land
ed a job with the Duluth, Missabe and Iron 
Range Railway and then at UMD, where he 
worked as a laboratory supervisor in the 
Chemistry Department for 33 years until his 
1982 retirement. 

He married a Texan, "Dimples" Ellison, 
who gave birth to four children before dying 
in 1957. Maupins raised the children alone, 
working two jobs and pursuing an active 
community life. 

In the early days of the civil rights move
ment, Maupins organi~ed a food drive for 
Mississippi blacks that Southern white 
truckers threatened to block. Maupins per
suaded the Teamsters Union local of Duluth 
to help, and Duluth Teams successfully de
livered truckloads of food, Lindahl said. 

Maupins was active in the DFL Party and 
pressed action on the Fair Employment 
Practices Act. When some residents of the 
Lakeside neighborhood attempted to keep a 
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black family from moving into the area, he 
helped launch a campaign that resulted in 
the city's fair housing ordinance, one of the 
first such ordinances in the nation. He con
tinued to the end of his life to be concerned 
about public school education and its effects 
on black children, and would call teachers 
and liaisons to tell them to check up on a 
particular child, said his friend and neighbor, 
Duluth educator Gerry Stalling. 

During the past few days, Maupins called 
his friends and family and told them good
bye, Lindahl said. "He thanked us. He said 
he had had a wonderful life and had no re
grets in leaving. We couldn't have asked for 
more." 

In 1990, he received the UMD Chancellor's 
Distinguished Service Award. He worked in 
Congress for the 1964 Voting Rights Act and 
was a delegate to the 1968 Democratic Na
tional Convention. 

William Maupins was a v1s10nary, 
and he possessed God given strength to 
accept challenges. He rightly refused to 
accept injustices of this world and con
tributed to righting many of those 
wrongs. Mr. Maupins certainly made a 
difference and left this world a better 
place for future generations. 

He is survived by two sons, Michael 
A. of Duluth and William M. of 
Rosemount; two daughters, Carrie 
Lindahl of Wayzata, and Sylvia Hern
don of Eagan; and six grandchildren. 
My best wishes go out to all of them. 
May we never forget the lessons taught 
by this great man. 

ALBANIA'S ELECTIONS 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, March 22 

was a historic day for Albania; the peo
ple of Albania took a giant step to end 
the reign of communism in their coun
try. 

In parliamentary elections held that 
day, the Democratic Party won 62 per
cent of the vote. There is no doubt that 
Dr. Sali Berisha, the energetic and 
committed leader of the Democratic 
Party, deserves a lot of credit for his 
efforts to promote democracy. He trav
eled throughout Albania to get the 
message of democracy to people in 
urban and rural areas. But, ultimately 
though, I believe the credit for this re
sounding victory lies with the Alba
nian people. The Communists changed 
their name and tried to change their 
image, but the Albanian people were 
not fooled. The Albanian people were 
not taken in by the doom and gloom 
predictions the Socialists made about a 
possible democratic victory. They 
knew the truth-they knew that the 
previous 4 decades of extreme poverty 
and severe repression were years of 
doom and gloom and that the Com
munists were responsible. 

Mr. President, these elections ush
ered in a new era of hope and oppor
tunity for the people of Albania who 
have suffered for so long under one of 
this century's most brutal regimes. 

Clearly, the Democratic Party has a 
tough road ahead. It must overcome 
abject poverty and social unrest. And 

it must develop a comprehensive plan 
to rebuild Albania. But, now that the 
democrats control the Albanian par
liament, I am confident that political 
and economic reforms will be success
ful-despite current conditions and ob
stacles. However, I also believe that 
the United States will need to be sup
portive of Albania, both politically and 
economically. No doubt, industrious 
and entrepreneurial Albanian-Ameri
cans will be at the forefront of efforts 
to bring investment to Albania; they 
will also be able to provide economic 
advice. But, in my view now that Alba
nia has chosen democracy, the United 
States Government has an important 
role to play, as well. 

In the short term the Albanians des
perately need humanitarian assist
ance-food, clothing, medicine and 
medical equipment. A large percentage 
of Albanian children suffer from mal
nutrition. Many Albanian babies are 
born prematurely because their moth
ers' diets are deficient. Yet, there are 
not enough incubators for these pre
mature infants, nor is there a suffi
cient supply of antibiotics to treat 
them or older children when they be
come ill. 

In addition to these urgent humani
tarian needs, Albania needs technical 
assistance to help it manage and ex
ploit the resources it has-such as 
chrome, oil, copper and fertile farm
lands-and to get people back to work. 

Mr. President, the people of Albania 
are looking to America to guide and as
sist them at this critical time. I am 
hopeful that we will do what is right 
and provide the Albanians with the 
help they so desperately need. 

UNITED STATES AID TO FORMER 
SOVIET UNION 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Speaker, in 
recent weeks, there has been increased 
public discussion about United States 
aid for the former Soviet Union. Given 
the significance of events in that re
gion and the critical juncture at which 
we find ourselves, this attention comes 
not a day too soon. 

Today, President Bush announced a 
substantial, comprehensive plan of ac
tion to help consolidate the democratic 
advances in the former Soviet Union. 
This plan is important because it rec
ognizes, quite appropriately, that Unit
ed States national interests are best 
served by doing as much as we can to 
ensure the success of democracy, lib
erty, and freedom in Russia and the 
other republics. 

I also want to commend and con
gratulate our colleagues Senators 
NUNN and LUGAR for their persistent 
leadership on this issue in the Senate. 
Perhaps more than any other Senators, 
these two distinguished colleagues 
have provided the guidance and good 
counsel that has otherwise been lack
ing on this issue of critical importance 
to the future security of our Nation. 

We are living in the most extraor
dinary of times, a period of oppor
tunity and hope unparalleled since the 
end of the Second World War. Having 
finally laid the cold war to rest, we are 
at the threshold of a new era. We have 
a ul).ique opportunity to participate in 
the shaping of this new era. 

Russia and the other republics are 
among the most critical test cases of 
whether emerging democracy and free 
market economics will successfully re
place totalitarianism and central plan
ning. If the ideas of freedom prevail 
there, the prospects for success in 
Eastern Europe expand dramatically. 
And success' will inevitably influence 
events in the world's last bastions of 
communism-China, North Korea, 
Vietnam, and Cuba. 

This Senator is firmly committed to 
ensuring that the United States retains 
a leadership role in the world. But par
ticipating productively in the process 
of shaping the future requires engage
ment. As former President Nixon has 
noted: Being engaged requires backing 
up our leadership aspirations with real 
resources. And that's what President 
Bush announced earlier today. 

Foreign aid is never among the most 
popular Government programs. It is 
certainly even less popular in these 
days of economic slump. Yet, the chal
lenge of leadership is to convince the 
people that what is unpopular may well 
be in the Nation's best interest after 
all. Never was· this maxim more true 
than it is today regarding United 
States assistance for the building of de
mocracy in the former Soviet Union. 

It is essential that we recognize the 
unavoidable link between our foreign 
and domestic policies, between inter
national events and conditions here at 
home. It is .simple and superficial to 
argue that taking care of our problems 
at home requires us to withdraw from 
the rest of the world. Just the opposite 
is true. Peace and prosperity abroad 
impact us directly at home. To the ex
tent that we can promote these condi
tions throughout the world, so are we 
enriched right here in the United 
States. 

No one seriously believes that the 
United States and the West alone can 
ensure the success of the democratic 
experiment in the former Soviet Union. 
Success there ultimately depends on 
the Russian people themselves and the 
people of the other former republics. 
With a sensible, well-crafted aid and 
policy package, however, we do have 
the capacity to markedly increase the 
probability for success. 

Such success will not only serve 
United States national interests, but 
will do so at bargain basement costs 
compared to the price we'll have to pay 
in the future if democracy and freedom 
fail in Russia. 

If freedom and democracy succeed in 
Russia and the other republics, future 
generations of Americans will have a 
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much diminished security burden. Sta
bility around the world will be en
hanced as cooperation replaces com
petition. 

If market reforms succeed and trade 
continues to expand, wealth in Amer
ica will be created at vastly greater 
rates because of expanded trading op
portunities. The more we trade, the 
more wealth we create. That means 
jobs at home. It means markets for our 
exports and access to more imports. 

Mr. President, I believe it is in our 
national interest to provide assistance 
to the former republics. We too have a 
stake in the success of their experi
ments in democracy and free markets. 
We should provide immediate assist
ance to address pressing food and medi
cal shortages. We should help them get 
started, get over the hump so to speak. 

We need to focus on the longer term 
as well. Our aid in this respect should 
center on programs that are intended 
to help the Russians help themselves. 
We can provide all manner of technical 
expertise and assistance to teach them 
how democratic and market institu
tions work. We should help them build 
the foundations for democracy and free 
markets. In that way, the reforms will 
take root, grow stronger, and prosper. 

That will be the real measure of suc
cess of Russia's experiment with de
mocracy. It must last for the long 
term. We will benefit immeasurably 
from the success. To the extent that we 
can influence events and shape the fu
ture, we should do just that. It's an in
vestment in the future-theirs and 
ours. 

Thank you, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

THE ADMINISTRATION'S PRO-
POSAL TO CUT THE NATIONAL 
GUARD AND RESERVE UNDER
MINES OUR DEFENSE BUDGET 
PRIORITIES 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, on 

March 26, Defense Secretary Cheney 
sent Congress a list of 830 National 
Guard and Reserve units that the De
partment of Defense is targeting for re
duction or deactivation during the next 
2 years. This plan calls for the closure 
of National Guard and Reserve units in 
all 50 States, the District of Columbia, 
and Puerto Rico. 

In my State of South Dakota, 154 po
sitions in the National Guard would be 
eliminated in fiscal year 1993 by the 
proposed deactivation of the head
quarters detachment of the 137th Engi
neer Battalion and the headquarters 
battery of the 147th Field Artillery Bri
gade, In fiscal year 1994, South Dakota 
would lose still another 60 guard and 
reserve members through the proposed 
deactivation of the 1087th Medical Unit 
and the 139th Transportation Battal
ion. 

Overall, the administration's pro
posal would end the military careers of 

more than 140,000 guard and reserve 
members around the country. While 
the number of personnel cuts in South 
Dakota may seem small compared to 
the forced reductions in other States, 
the contribution of these National 
Guard units to their communities and 
to our country is unparalleled. 

I am strongly opposed to the admin
istration's proposal for two important 
reasons. 

First, the administration's plan fails 
to take into account the cost-effective
ness of maintaining a strong National 
Guard and Reserve. In his State of the 
Union Address, President Bush out
lined his proposal to cut $50 billion in 
defense spending over the next 5 years. 
An integral part of the President's pro
posal calls for the Department of De
fense to implement what is known as 
the base force strategy. This strategy 
includes the reduction in the number of 
active military personnel by about 25 
percent from its level in fiscal year 1987 
to fiscal year 1997. 

The more the Department of Defense 
reduces its active military personnel, 
however, the more I believe it should 
rely upon our National Guard and Re
serve Forces. I agree that global politi
cal changes will make some cuts in all 
components of military personnel inev
itable. However, the base force strat
egy proposed by the Department of De
fense refuses to acknowledge the value 
of the National Guard and Reserve. The 
fact of the matter is it simply does not 
make sense to make drastic cuts in the 
National Guard and Reserve that have 
proven to be one of our most cost-effec
ti ve means of maintaining a strong na
tional defense. 

A report recently released by the Na
tional Guard Association of the United 
States and the Adjutants General Asso
ciation of the United States effectively 
points out the substantial cost dif
ferential between the Active, Guard, 
and Reserve Forces. The report stated: 

Ground forces in the Guard and Reserve 
are approximately 25 percent of the recur
ring costs of active forces all the same level 
of organization. For example, the animal op
erating cost of a light infantry division was 
reported to be $400 million for an Active unit 
and $103 million for an Army Guard unit. 

This example effectively illustrates 
the fact that the Department of De
fense can retain approximately four 
guard or reserve members for what it 
costs to retain one active-duty person. 
Simply stated, we can do a lot more 
with a bit less by utilizing the National 
Guard and Reserve. 

Second, I am frustrated by the fact 
that the administration is proposing 
drastic cuts in the National Guard and 
Reserve and at the same t ime, continu
ing to request funding for the procure
ment of unnecessary and unworkable 
defense systems. 

The administration's plans call for 
our Nation's defense budget to be re
duced by $10 million in fiscal year 1993. 

The Department of Defense is request
ing that over $2 billion, or approxi
mately one-fifth of these savings, be 
made by cutting the National Guard · 
and Reserve. The President is also pro
posing that our defense budget be re
duced by $50 billion by fiscal year 1997. 
The Department of Defense apparently 
expects almost one-half of these reduc
tions, or approximately $20 billion, to 
come from cuts in the National Guard 
and Reserve. 

I applaud the President for acknowl
edging the fact that the uninhibited de
fense spending that has paralyzed the 
economy of this country since the 
1980's must come to a halt. I also com
mend the President for taking the first 
step toward reducing our Nation's de
fense spending and beginning to ad
dress our Nation's domestic problems. 
Unfortunately, however, the Presi
dent's proposal simply fails to estab
lish the priorities that we desperately 
need within our defense budget. The 
administration's announced intention 
to close 830 National Guard and Re
serve units is a testament to that fail
ure. 

For example, while the President is 
proposing to save $2 billion by cutting 
the National Guard and Reserve, he is 
simultaneously requesting $4 billion 
for 4 additional B-2 bombers. The 
President also hopes to use an addi
tional $1 billion for a fifth bomber for 
a total request of $5 billion. Five bil
lion dollars in fiscal year 1993 alone. 

We all know the B-2 was originally 
designed as a nuclear bomber to pene
trate Soviet defenses. However, the dis
integration of the Soviet Union, the de
mise of the Warsaw Pact, and the lim
ited capabilities of the bomber, have 
led many of us to describe the B-2 
bomber as a plane in search of a mis
sion. I wonder whether the majority of 
the people in this country would agree 
with the President that it is more im
portant to spend $5 billion on the B-2 
program than to spend half that 
amount on the National Guard and Re
serve forces? I submit that most people 
in South Dakota and, I suspect, 
throughout the country, would not 
agree. I raise the question, then, 
"Where are the President's priorities?" 

Perhaps the most blatant flaw in the 
President's priorities is unveiled in the 
administration's commitment to the 
strategic defense initiative, also known 
as SDI. While the President is propos
ing to save $2 billion by cutting the Na
tional Guard and Reserve, he is simul
taneously requesting $5.4 billion for 
SDI-$51/2 billion in fiscal year 1993 
alone. 

No one should be confused. While the 
administration is requesting $2 billion 
in cuts for the National Guard and Re
serve, he is not requesting a dime's 
worth of cuts for SDI. In fact, the ad
ministration is requesting a $1.5-billion 
increase in spending for SDI. Would the 
majority of the people in this country 
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agree with the President that it is 
more important to spend $5.4 on SDI 
than to spend less than half on the Na
tional Guard and Reserve? I submit 
that most people would not agree. 
Again, I ask, "Where are the Presi
dent's priorities?" 

I find it deeply disturbing that the 
administration is trying to sell the 
American public on the idea that deep 
cuts in the National Guard and Reserve 
are essential. What is so appalling is 
that it is doing so as it requests tens of 
billions of dollars for the procurement 
of unnecessary and unworkable defense 
systems like the B-2 bomber and SDI. 
Until the administration establishes 
sensible priori ties in our defense budg
et, we will never achieve any sort of 
peace dividend that our nation has 
fought for, deserves, and desperately 
needs to turn our economy around. 
Moreover, I submit that the American 
people will not accept drastic cu ts in 
their National Guard and Reserve 
while the wasteful spending reminis
cent of the cold war continues. 

For these reasons I am strongly op
posed to the administration's attempt 
to make drastic cuts in our National 
Guard and Reserve Forces. The Na
tional Guard and Reserve units in 
South Dakota, like those around the 
country, play an important role in 
their comm uni ties and in the defense 
of this country. As we continue to de
bate the future of our military, I hope 
that my colleagues will resist the dras
tic cuts proposed by the administration 
and continue to support our National 
Guard and Reserve Forces. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that upon disposi
tion of House Joint Resolution 456, 
Senator LAUTENBERG be recognized to 
offer a resolution on behalf of himself 
and Senators KASTEN, INOUYE, 
D' AMATO, and others regarding Israeli 
loan guarantees; that there be 2 hours 
for debate on the resolution equally di
vided in the usual form with an addi
tional 10 minutes under Senator 
DECONCINI's control and an additional 1 
hour under Senator BYRD's control; 
that no amendments or motions to 
commit be in order with respect to the 
resolution; that upon the use or yield
ing back of time, the Senate, without 
any intervening action or debate, vote 
on the adoption of the resolution. 

I .further ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate now proceed to the consid
eration of House Joint Resolution 456, 
the continuing appropriations bill for 
foreign operations; that there be 30 
minutes for debate, equally divided in 
the usual form; that the only amend
ment in order to this bill be one to be 
jointly offered by the managers of the 
bill that would provide, as a Presi
dentially and congressionally declared 
emergency, $82 million as a supple-

mental appropriation for additional 
SBA disaster loans plus an additional 
$25 million for salaries and expenses of 
SBA employees who administer the dis
aster loan program; that no motions to 
commit be in order with respect to the 
continuing resolution, that, when all 
time is used or yielded back, the Sen
ate, without any intervening action or 
debate, vote on passage of the continu
ing resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Republican leader is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object, and I shall not ob
ject, I think we can accommodate Sen
ator GORTON, who would like 10 min
utes on the CR? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I obviously 
shall not object, I understand we have 
half an hour on the CR, 15 minutes on 
the side-this is the one that has the 
actual money in it-and then 3 or 4 
hours to talk about a meaningless 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution. 

Of course, we would be willing to give 
up the 10 minutes to talk about real 
money. Why do we not just ask the dis
tinguished Senator to take some of 
those 3 or 4 hours on issues we have al
ready talked about and leave the 15 
minutes to talk about the real expendi
ture of the taxpayers' money? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent my request be 
modified to add 10 minutes under Sen
ator GORTON's control to the debate on 
the continuing appropriations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Senator DOLE is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. Does the Senator from 

Colorado have a reservation? 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Colorado is recognized. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, it had 

been my intention to offer an amend
ment to the continuing resolution that 
would require the President to certify 
that Jordan is observing the embargo 
on Iraq before this Nation delivers ad
ditional foreign aid to the State of Jor
dan. 

If there is one thing I think Ameri
cans who served in Vietnam carry in 
their heart, it is the bitterness over a 
Nation asking them to risk their lives 
in combat and then that Nation not 
standing behind them once they went 
onto the battlefield. 

Once again,' Americans served in 
combat in the Middle East while we 
watched a nation that received sub
stantial aid from this country trade 
with the enemy in a variety of prod
ucts, both those authorized and those 
not authorized. 

This was an amendment I thought 
appropriate. I thought it appropriate to 
condition any aid we would send to 
Jordan in the future. But I understand 

offering an amendment at this time 
would open the bill to other, additional 
amendments. I also have had an oppor
tunity to speak with Secretary Baker, 
and he has assured me of several 
things. One, that he will monitor the 
situation closely and use the best ef
forts of his good office to make sure 
that no further breakage of the embar
go takes place. 

With those assurances, Mr. Presi
dent, I will withdraw my reservations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
reservation? 

The majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

that my request be further modified to 
provide an additional 10 minutes on the 
continuing resolution under the con
trol of Senator LEAHY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues for their coopera
tion, and I especially thank the distin
guished chairman of the full commit
tee and the chairman of the sub
committee for their patience. 

FURTHER CONTINUING APPRO
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1992 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the unanimous-consent agreement, the 
pending resolution is House Joint Res
olution 456. The clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 456) making 

further continuing appropriations for the fis
cal year 1992, and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
joint resolution. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, first I 
should note I speak of the resolution of 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG]. I do not 
mean it to be meaningless insofar as 
its substance or symbolism. It is very 
meaningful. What I meant is that I sus
pect the Senator from New Jersey feels 
great distress over this. It is meaning
less in the sense that it does not send 
the money that the distinguished Sen
ator from New Jersey feels is justified 
and needed. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator from New 
Jersey has been a very strong advocate 
for much needed humanitarian aid, and 
I applaud him for that effort. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. If the Senator 
from Vermont will yield for just a 
quick response. I knew the term mean
ingless was not meant to denigrate 
since the Senator from Vermont is the 
No. 4 cosponsor on this. 

Mr. LEAHY. Five. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Five, but he 

would not be cosponsoring a meaning
less amendment. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. LEAHY. I do not know if I would 
make quite that leap of faith, I say to 
my distinguished friend from New J er
sey. 
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Mr. President, the Senate now has 

before it House Joint Resolution 456 
· which amends the current continuing 
resolution covering foreign assistance 
for fiscal year 1992. I regret the neces
sity of funding the entire fiscal 1992 
foreign operations, export financing 
and related programs appropriations in 
a continuing resolution. 

The House reported a fiscal 1992 bill 
last June. Working with the distin
guished ranking member of the sub
committee, Mr. KASTEN, I prepared the 
chairman's mark of a bill to present to 
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
earlier this month. I think we had a 
good bill to recommend to the commit
tee and to the Senate. In fact, we twice 
scheduled subcommittee markup in the 
hopes of reporting a bill. 

Everything hinged on reaching an 
agreement with the administration on 
a program for immigrant absorption 
loan guarantees for Israel. Unfortu
nately, no agreement was possible. I 
spoke about that at some length on the 
Senate floor at another time. I will not 
go into that all over . again other than 
to say we had a reasonable compromise 
which we worked out between myself 
and other members of the subcommi t
tee, many of whom wanted to go much 
further than I, many of whom wanted 
to have far fewer restrictions than I. 
But all agreed on a package that could 
pass. We submitted that to the White 
House. It was rejected by the adminis
tration. It was obvious that the admin
istration's proposal, after it was shown 
to some Senators, would never have 
passed this body. 

So the President's rejection of the 
Leahy-Kasten proposal is what brought 
us to this impasse. That is why we need 
a continuing resolution for the remain
der of the fiscal year, rather than a 
freestanding bill. The continuing reso
lution before the Senate is a bare mini
mum that Congress can responsibly do 
in funding the foreign aid program for 
an entire fiscal year. It continues fund
ing the foreign operations programs, 
with certain very limited exceptions, 
at the fiscal 1991 rate or the level in 
H.R. 2621, the House-passed foreign op
erations appropriations bill, whichever 
is lower. 

The exceptions are the Foreign Serv
ice Retirement Fund, the Peace Corps, 
Migration and Refugee Assistance, 
AID, AID Inspector General operating 
expenses, the administrative expenses 
of the Export-Import Bank, and the 
subsidy appropriations for certain cred
it programs, particularly the Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation. Those 
few programs affecting health and safe
ty, the operating budgets of agencies, 
or the application of the Credit Reform 
Act are funded at the levels rec
ommended by the House in H.R. 2621. 
Increases in these essential programs 
are offset by an across-the-board per
centage reduction and a reduction of 
the fiscal 1991 level for the Philippines 
multilateral assistance initiative. 

So the effect of the continuing reso
lution, Mr. President, is to cut pro
grams under the jurisdiction of the 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee by 
over $1 billion from the levels allocated 
to our subcommittee for fiscal 1992 and 
over $1.5 billion from the level appro
priated for fiscal 1991, including the 
supplementals. 

In the 602(b) process, the Appropria
tions Committee allocated $15.285 bil
lion in discretionary budget authority 
to the Foreign Operations Subcommit
tee for fiscal 1992. This continuing reso
lution provides $14.448 billion in discre
tionary budget authority. But it also 
includes the President's supplemental 
request for $270 million for assessed 
contributions for U.N. peacekeeping. 
Assessed contributions for peacekeep
ing is under the jurisdiction of the 
Commerce, Justice, and State sub
committee. 

If you subtract that funding from the 
continuing resolution total, as it 
should be for the purposes of consider
ing the amounts available for the for
eign assistance program, the foreign 
operations, export financing and relat
ed programs will be funded at $14.178 
billion for fiscal year 1992, a reduction 
of just over $1.l billion. 

Let me go over some of the principal 
provisions of the continuing resolution. 
First, the continuing resolution pro
·Vides not less than $150 million for hu
manitarian technical assistance to the 
republics of the former Soviet Union. 
These funds are to be absorbed from 
the existing foreign aid levels. That is 
not new money. In addition, the Presi
dent can propose reprogramming of 
funds from other programs to the 
former Soviet republics if he so de
cides. We expect him to propose at 
least $80 million in reprogrammings 
out of the economic support fund ac
count. 

This means Congress will make funds 
available for aid to the republics in fis
cal 1992, the level requested by the 
President. Of course, those programs 
go through the regular notification 
process. 

Second, the continuing resolution 
prohibits any additional military aid 
to El Salvador beyond that already al
located under the continuing resolu
tion of last October, but that may only 
consist of nonlethal i terns-no weap
ons, no ammunition. I am disappointed 
that the House did not adopt in full the 
provision on El Salvador aid that I de
veloped with the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. DODD]. That 
provision would have cut off any new 
military aid. I do not believe addi
tional military aid is justified or nec
essary now that a peace agreement and 
cease-fire are in place. I hope the ad
ministration will use restraint in mak
ing available the military aid that was 
allocated last October. 

The balance of the administration's 
$85 million request for military assist-

ance to El Salvador is instead to be de
posited in the demobilization and tran
sition to peace fund that was created in 
the fiscal 1991 foreign operations appro
priations bill. It is to be used solely to 
support the peace accords and assist 
the former combatants of both sides in 
the transition of peaceful pursuits. 

Expiring authorizations for several 
multilateral development banks are ex
tended. If we did not have that, the 
United States would be unable to par
ticipate in the International Finance 
Corporation, Asian Development Bank, 
and African Development Bank. 

The continuing resolution also pro
vides for the appropriation of $270 mil
lion to the international organizations 
account of Commerce, State, and Jus
tice appropriations for United States 
contributions to U.N. peacekeeping op
erations, principally in Cambodia and 
El Salvador. 

Mr. President, I want to emphasize 
that we could have had a far better 
bill. We could have had a bill that bet
ter reflected some of the real needs in 
the world today, the great humani
tarian needs of the former Soviet 
Union. The President has taken a posi
tive step forward today. It is not a 
great step. It is not a grand step. It is 
not the Marshall plan. It is far from it, 
but it is a positive first step. Certainly, 
I am ready to work with him and set 
aside any partisan considerations in 
helping him to go not only for that 
first step but to go the many, many, 
many steps beyond that will be nec
essary to really help democracy take 
hold in the former Soviet Union. 

There are many other ways that we 
could help countries become demo
cratic, where we could feed hungry peo
ple, where we could help people grow 
food to help feed themselves, eradicate 
disease, enhance the security of the 
United States, help our export mar
kets, put hundreds of thousands of 
Americans back to work. There are a 
lot of steps that remain to be taken 
but are not taken in this continuing 
resolution. 

It is unfortunate that some of the 
steps that Senator KASTEN and I were 
able to agree on could not be presented 
to the Senate because of the crisis 
caused by the inability to come to a 
conclusion on the question of Israeli 
loan guarantees. Be that as it may, Mr. 
President, we have done a number of 
other good things in this bill. 

I hope, however, that the administra
tion and interested Senators on . both 
sides of the aisle will ignore that it is 
an election year, ignore the onus that 
foreign aid has, and work together for 
those things that are in the best inter
ests of our country, are in the best in
terests of world peace, reflect the re
sponsibilities we have as a world 
power, and which coincidentally make 
good economic sense by creating jobs 
here at home and creating markets 
overseas. 
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I yield to my good friend from Wis

consin. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, this 

continuing resolution funds foreign op
erations for the remainder of fiscal 
year 1992, and provides a supplemental 
amount of $270 million in peacekeeping 
operations under the jurisdiction of the 
Commerce, State, Justice Subcommit
tee. 

The rate of operations for this bill is 
approximately the same as the current 
continuing resolution except for the 
additional amount being provided for 
those peacekeeping activities. This will 
provide a rate of operations which is 
$1.1 billion below the fiscal year 1991 
level. 

There is no way that very important 
foreign policy programs can be funded 
under this continuing resolution. The 
proposal which the administration 
strongly advocated for Latin America, 
the Enterprise for the Americas Initia
tive, will get no funding under this CR. 

The only assistance available for the 
former Soviet Union under this CR is 
reprogrammed money from other pro
grams. Obviously, that greatly limits 
resources for the former Soviet Union, 
and further punishes accounts from 
which that money must be taken. 

It is almost ironic, Mr. President, 
that we end up by taking this up on the 
floor of the Senate on the afternoon of 
the morning when the President makes 
a major breakthrough announcement 
with regard to the Soviet Union, and 
yet no dollars are really there. 

On the other hand, one very good 
provision for the former Soviet Union, 
developed by myself, Congressman 
OBEY and Senator LEAHY has been in
cluded in this bill. it will allow the 
President to use $50 million to pur
chase and provide American-made 
foods traditionally used in maternal 
and child nutrition programs. These 
foods would be purchased over the next 
few months in time for the next school 
year, and be distributed, where fea
sible, through ministries of education 
throughout the republics of the former 
Soviet Union. 

The purchase of dairy products in 
March, April, May, and June will 
greatly help strengthen farm prices 
during the flush months. 

Dairy farmers in Wisconsin and 
across the Nation are barely surviving 
on the prices they currently receive for 
their milk. By reducing the Govern
ment surplus, we will promote higher 
prices for American farm products. 
This humanitarian program is an ideal 
opportunity for the United States to 
assist families abroad and at the same 
time help family farmers here in the 
United States of America. This is an 
important provision and I am pleased 
that it will be adopted. 

There are a number of other provi
sions in this continuing resolution 

which either adopt House positions or 
eliminate Senate positions, including 
Senate earmarks like contributions to 
the National Science Foundation's 
International Biological Diversity Pro
gram, assistance for Morocco, and oth
ers. 

Most important, this continuing res
olution does not contain any assistance 
for Soviet Jewry. The distinguished 
senior Senator from Hawaii and I, the 
distinguished senior Senator from 
Ohio, the chairman of the subcommit
tee, and many others worked very hard 
to come up with a proposition accept
able to the administration in order to 
provide badly needed assistance to So
viet Jews. The administration would 
not accept any provision of assist
ance-including a proposition from 
Senator METZENBAUM which would 
have provided investment guarantees 
from American corporations to invest 
in Israel, with no money going to Is
raeli Government. 

This is a most unfortunate situation. 
We were given this continuing resolu

tion on the day the current one ran 
out, and are expected to simply rubber 
stamp what the House has put to
gether. We all know that this is not 
good practice. I know of a number of 
amendments which Members on both 
sides of the aisle would like to offer. I 
think we ought to bring up those 
amendments, and consider each on its 
merits. However, opening this resolu
tion to amendments could delay this 
measure for weeks. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, earlier I 
described the contents of the House
passed continuing resolution. Since 
there will not be a committee report on 
this year's foreign aid program, I want 
to set forth my special concerns as 
chairman of the subcommittee, as well 
as those of other members of the sub
committee who wrote letters to me ex
pressing their views as I prepared my 
markup of the fiscal 1992 bill. It is my 
intent, as chairman of the Foreign Op
erations Subcommittee, and the intent 
of Senator KASTEN, the ranking mem
ber of the subcommittee, that this 
statement will provide guidance to the 
foreign assistance agencies on the re
mainder of the fiscal 1992 foreign aid 
program. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL INTEREST 

AID FOR DEMOCRACY 

U.S. foreign aid should be provided, to the 
maximum extent possible and consistent 
with the national interest, to achieve the 
goal of promoting democracy around the 
world. Therefore, the Secretary of State is 
requested to submit a report by August 1, 
1992, describing· for each recipient country 
whose government was not democratically 
elected, how foreign military financing and 
economic support fund assistance has been 
used to obtain progress toward holding 
democratic elections and strengthening 
democratic institutions, and what progress 
was made toward these goals during the pre
vious fiscal year. 

AID MANAGEMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
In the fiscal year 1991 Foreign Operations 

bill, a provision was included which estab-

lished a Presidential commission to examine 
persistent management and accountability 
problems at AID. The General Accounting 
Office is conducting its own review of man
agement at AID. The White House an
nounced that a special OMB team had been 
established to review specific management 
weaknesses at AID. AID itself is undertaking • 
management reforms and improvements on 
its own initiative. The Administrator has 
launched a major reorganization of the 
Agency in an attempt to strengthen and ra
tionalize management control and policy di
rection in the foreign aid program. These ef
forts by the Agency to reform itself are wel
come. However, reports of the effects of this 
structural reorganization are mixed and in
conclusive to date. It remains to be seen 
whether the reorganization will actually im
prove management or whether the principal 
result will be more bureaucratic layering 
and isolation of the senior management from 
program development and implementation. 

ANDEAN DRUG INITIATIVE 

The administration's Andean drug initia
tive [ADI] is a 5-year, $2,200,000,000 program 
to combat cocaine production through eradi
cation, interdiction, and targeting the lead
ers of the drug cartels. Despite the adminis
tration's ambitious goals and optimistic pre
dictions, its own data shows that during the 
first 2 years of the ADI, after expenditure of 
about $630,000,000, there has been a 39,200-
metric-ton increase in coca production. 

The administration should conduct a com
prehensive reexamination of its 
counternarcotics strategy in the Andes, and 
submit a report by August l, 1992, comparing 
the flow of cocaine into the United States in 
1989 with the flow projected in 1992, 1993, 1994 
and 1995, and describing the ADI's expected 
impact on that flow. 

COUNTRY ISSUES 

Cambodia 
Public Law 101-513, which the continuing 

resolution extends, provides up to $20,000,000 
for humanitarian and development assist
ance for needy Cambodians, and an addi
tional $5,000,000 for Cambodian children. 
These funds should be utilized throughout 
the country, for civilians only, and allocated 
on the basis of need. 

Land mines.-Millions of unexploded land 
mines lie scattered throughout Cambodia. 
An international program was recently 
begun to locate and remove the mines, and 
that AID has announced it will contribute to 
this program. AID should generously support 
this effort. There are also various NGO's in 
Cambodia supporting prosthetics projects to 
aid the amputees, including the Vietnam 
Veterans of America Foundation. AID should 
promptly determine whether these projects 
are deserving of support from the War Vic
tims Fund. 

Colombia 
There are disturbing reports of widespread 

human rights violations by the military and 
police in Colombia. Because of resistance by 
the Colombian Government to expanding the 
army's role in counternarcotics activities, 
the administration plans to shift its priority 
to the Colombian police. Yet, according to 
the State Department, "the police ... par
ticipated in extrajudicial killings of sus
pected drug traffickers and young residents 
of urban neighborhoods. . . . [T]he police 
. . . frequently beat and torture detain
ees. . . '' The reports of torture and killings 
of street children by Colombian police, and 
of police complicity in drug trafficking, are 
particularly disturbing. In considering any 
request for military or police assistance for 
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Colombia, attention will be given to whether 
the Colombian Government is addressing 
these human rights problems. 

Costa Rica 
The dual pressures of debt and population 

growth threaten Costa Rica's most impor
tant conservation area, La Amistad Bio
sphere Reserve. La Amistad is a World Herit
age Site and an internationally recognized 
reserve under UNESCO's Man and the Bio
sphere Program. AID and the MDB's should 
assist the Costa Rican Government to pro
tect La Amistad from exploitation. 

El Salvador 
The administration should implement US 

assistance programs in coordination with 
United Nations reconstruction and reconcili
ation programs to implement the peace 
agreements. AID should consult closely with 
all participants in the political and eco
nomic processes, including nongovernmental 
organizations [NGO's], on the uses of assist
ance, and give priority to programs which 
address basic human needs. It is important 
that existing community organizations and 
indigenous NGO's be utilized to the maxi
mum extent practicable in designing, imple
menting, and evaluating reconstruction and 
development projects. 

AID should consult closely with commu
nity representatives and indigenous NGO's 
with experience in the conflictive areas on 
the design and implementation of economic 
and development assistance projects in the 
former conflictive zone. AID has already pro
vide assistance to Santa Marta, one of the 
repatriated communities in a conflict zone. 

IMET.-A substantial portion of any IMET 
assistance for El Salvador should be used for 
expanded IMET initiative courses developed 
by the Defense Security Assistance Agency 
to implement a new program mandated by 
Public Law 101-513 to promote civilian con
trol over the military, an effective military 
justice system, and training of the military 
in the observance and protection of human 
rights. 

CIREFCA.-Assistance continues to be 
needed for the International Conference on 
Central America Refugees (CIREFCA) as a 
means of supporting regional peace. Re
integration of the uprooted populations in El 
Salvador and Nicaragua is an important part 
of reconciliation in those countries. 
CIREFCA can contribute to the safety and 
support of these refugees as they return. 

Corruption.-Last year in its report the Ap
propriations Committee discussed the case of 
Banco Agricola Commerical, from which ap
proximately $40,000,000 was allegedly dis
bursed in the 1980's in the form of unsecured 
loans, apparently with little or no provision 
for, ·intention, or assurance of repayment. 
Recently, fraud indictments were issued 
against 21 individuals in connection with 
these case. There is concern, however, that 
the Salvadoran Government has not acted 
aggressively to collect these outstanding 
loans at the same time that it is seeking 
hundreds of millions of dollars in assistance 
from American taxpayers. Vigorous efforts 
should be undertaken to seek repayment of 
these loans. 

Torture victims.-During the way, thousands 
of Salvadorans were subjected to torture. 
AID should support, through NGO's the 
treatment and rehabilitation of torture vic
tims. 

Guatemala 
The administration should submit a report 

by August 1, 1992, describing actions taken 
by the Guatemalan Government to inves
tigate and bring to justice those responsible 

for the cases mentioned in last year's Appro
priations Committee report, as well as the 
following cases; the September 11, 1990, mur
der of Myrna E. Mack; the January 12, 1990, 
abduction and murder of Salvadoran Hector 
0. Colindres and Guatemalan lawyer Gilda 
Flores; the December 2, 1990, massacre of vil
lagers at Santiago Atitlan; the October 6, 
1990, kidnapping and murder of CERJ mem
ber Sabastian Velasquez Mejia and the Feb
ruary 17, 1991, murders of CRFJ members 
Juan Perebal Xirum and Manuel Perebal Mo
rales, in Chunima, El Quiche; the December 
16-26, 1990, torture of Julio Chalcu Ben, in 
Escuintla; the April 14, 1991, murder of 
Camilo Ajqui Jimon, a CERJ member, in 
Potrero Viejo, Zaculapa, El Quiche; the May 
26, 1991, abduction and suspected murder of 
Santos Toj Reynosa, a CEFJ member, in 
Guatemala City; the June 28, 1991, murder of 
Celestino Julaj Vicente, a CRFJ member, in 
San Pedro Jocopilas, El Quiche; the August 
5, 1991, murder of Jose Miguel Merida 
Escobar; the November 8, 1991, disappearance 
of Diego Domingo Martin in Ixcunen, La 
Democracia, in Huehuetenango; and the Oc
tober 10, 1991, murder of Miguel Tiub Imut, 
in Parraxtut, Sacapulas, El Quiche. 

Street children.-There is an alarming level 
of violence against street children in Guate
mala. An estimated 5,000 children live on the 
streets of Guatemala City alone, and many 
have been abducted, beaten and murdered, 
reportedly by Guatemalan police. AID should 
continue its commendable efforts to assist 
these children. Casa Allianza, the Guate
malan branch of New York's Covenant 
House, has been providing hundreds of Gua
temalan street children with shelter, food, 
clothing, counseling, and health care, and is 
the country's only refuge for homeless chil
dren. 

Indonesia 
There are reports of ongoing human rights 

abuses in Indonesia, particularly in Aceh and 
East Timar. The world was shocked by the 
killing by Indonesia soldiers of civilians in 
Santa Cruz, East Timar on November 12, 
1991. Although the Indonesian Government 
appointed a commission to investigage the 
November 12 massacre, human rights groups 
have severely criticized the commission's in
vestigation and findings. It is too soon to say 
whether the Indonesian Government's re
sponse to this tragedy will be adequate to 
deter future abuses. 

Indonesia has been a major recipient of 
U.S. and miltilateral assistance, including 

. military assistance. The Administration 
should submit a report, by August l, 1992, on 
the extent to which the Indonesian Govern
ment has: 

Cooperated fully with United Nations 
human rights initiatives, including an inter
national investigation of the Santa Cruz 
massacre; 

Fully accounted for the bodies of those 
killed in the massacre; 

Brought to justice members of the security 
forces responsible for human rights abuses, 
in particular those committed during and 
after the Santa Cruz massacre; 

Permitted the free and regular monitoring 
of human rights in East Timar and Indonesia 
by domestic and international human rights 
organizations; 

Established a registry of detainees that is 
accessible to the public. 

Malawi 
There are concerns about the continued 

imprisonment of Malawians for their politi
cal beliefs or those of their relatives, includ
ing Orton and Vera Chirwa, Goodluck 

Mhango, Aleke Banda, and Ms. Sikwese. The 
administration should seek the release of re
maining political prisoners and measurable 
progress toward democratization in Malawi, 
including an end to restrictions on freedoms 
of speech, press, and assembly. 

Nicaragua 
A serious constraint on addressing 

Nicaragua's many environmental problems is 
the weakness or absence of local institutions 
focusing on land conservation and natural 
resource ·management. There is an urgent 
need to improve the training of resource pro
fessionals both in Nicaraguan Government 
and academic institutions. AID should con
sider establishing a pilot program for train
ing future national resource professionals. 
This training should include a scholarly ex
change program with an appropriate United 
States academic institution; training pro
grams in Nicaragua with experienced United 
States instructors; and training programs 
with Central American institutions. 

Peru 
Last year in its report the Appropriations 

Committee discussed the serious human 
rights situation in Peru. The Committee 
stated that no military assistance should be 
provided to Peru until the Peruvian Govern
ment commits itself to strong measures to 
bring the military under civilian control and 
to enforce respect for basic human rights. 

Despite these concerns, in January 1992 the 
administration released 40 percent of the fis
cal year 1991 economic and military aid. In 
considering any future notification of inten
tion to provide counternarcotics assistance 
to Peru, attention will be given to whether: 
the Peruvian President is exercising control 
over disbursements of military aid funds; the 
ICRC has unimpeded access to military and 
police detention facilities; a central registry 
of military and police detainees is function
ing under the control of the Public Ministry, 
and readily accessible to the ICRC, human 
rights groups, lawyers and the public; the 
Peruvian Government has acted vigorously 
to investigate and bring to justice those re
sponsible for the following human rights 
abuses: November 8, 1988, murder of Jugo 
Bustios; June 1989 murder of Fernando Mejia 
Egocheaga; September 1990 murders of 
Zacarias Pasca Huamani and Marcelino Va
lencia Alvaro; August 1990 massacre at 
Iquicha, Ayacucho; September 1990 murders 
at Vilcashuaman, Ayacucho; July 1991 mas
sacre at Santa Barbara, Huancavelica; March 
1991 murders at Chuschi, Ayacucho; June 
1991 murders of medical student and two mi
nors; September 1991 murders of 12 people at 
Mohena, Department of San Martin; Septem
ber 1991 detention and torture of Limber 
Garcia Mozambite at Tarapoto; September 
1991 abduction and murders of Salvador 
Carrazco Gomez and Carlos Vasquez Reinell 
in Tarapoto, Department of San Martin; Sep
tember 1991 disappearance of Alvaro 
Hachiguy Izquierdo in Aucayacu; August 1991 
disappearance of Wilmer Guillermo Jara 
Virgilia in Aucayacu; August 1991 disappear
ance of Geronimo Villar Salome in 
Aucayacu; August 1991 disappearance of 
Jules Tarazona Jaipen in Aucayacu; August 
1991 disappearance of Jules Tarazona Jaipen 
in Aucayacu; August 1991 abduction and 
murder of Sara Luz Mozambite Quinones, 
and disappearance of Camilo Alarcon 
Espinoza in Aucayacu; October 1991 dis
appearance of Ricardo Fernado del Rio Adri
an at Tocache, Department of San Martin; 
November 1991 murders of 16 people in 
Barrios Altos, Lima; December 1991 murders 
of 12 people in San Martin de Pucate and 
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Puerto Primavera, Huallaga; and January 
1992 murders of five members of the 
Jualberto Rodriquez family in Huaura, Lima. 

Philippines 
NGO's and cooperatives have been instru

mental in carrying out humanitarian and de
velopment activities on behalf of needy Fili
pinos. AID has consulted regularly with 
these organizations on project selection and 
design, and is encouraged to expand its con
tacts with indigenous NGO's in the future. 

Human rights.-Last year in its report the 
Appropriations Committee reiterated its 
concern about human rights. AID has taken 
steps to initiate a program to improve the 
administration of justice in the Philippines. 
The administration should use its influence 
in the Philippines to seek justice in many of 
the outstanding cases involving reports of 
human rights abuses by Philippine security 
forces or individuals within their control. 

Natural resource management.-AID is to be 
commended for its initiatibn of a Natural 
Resource Management Program which will 
support protection of remaining old-growth 
forests and recognition of secure tenure for 
local people. These actions are crucial to en
suring environmental sustainability in these 
areas. AID should submit a report on the 
Philippine Government's progress in meeting 
these program goals, no later than August 1, 
1992. 

The coastal zone which provides the Phil
ippines with much of its food, tourism, and 
commerce is suffering severe degradation 
from pollution from heavy metals, fisheries 
depletion, and the destruction of coral reefs. 
AID should seriously consider utilizing the 
expertise of the U.S. marine science commu
nity in assisting their Filipino counterparts 
to develop scientific and management capa
bility that is needed for effective coastal 
zone management. 

South Cotabato.-In the past 2 years the 
Committee has emphasized in its reports the 
priority it places on development which di
rectly benefits the rural poor, particularly 
measurable improvements in health care and 
education. If the proposed South Cotabato 
projects in Mindanao are any guide, the 
thrust of the MAI does not adequately re
flect the Committee's priorities. 

Uganda 
There are serious deficiencies in the Ugan

da justice system and AID should study the 
feasibility of developing an Administration 
of Justice Program for Uganda and submit a 
report by August l, 1992. If the report con
cludes such a program is feasible and desir
able it should describe its likely structure, 
the ievel of funding required for its imple
mentation, and the response of the Ugandan 
Government to such an initiative. 

TITLE I-MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE 

MULTILATERAL DEVELOPMENT BANKS 

Population.-There is an urgent need to 
strengthen the international response to the 
global population problem. The Secretary of 
the Treasury should instruct the U.S. Execu
tive Director to the World Bank to vigor
ously promote the following reforms in an ef
fort to give population, like the environ
ment, the attention it deserves in the Bank 
decisionmaking process: 

Substantially increasing Bank lending for 
population in fiscal year 1992 and future 
years. 

Placing a population and family planning 
adviser within the office of each regional 
vice president. 

Changing the Population Adviser's Office 
of Policy, Research and External Affairs into 
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a population department, separate from the 
present Population and Health Resources De
partment, to reflect the importance and 
interdisciplinary nature of population. 

Discontinuing the traditional Bank prac
tice of consolidating population, health, and 
nutrition into PHN projects, in order to show 
explicitly the population content of these 
projects. 

The other MDB's should likewise support 
family planning and programs which will 
promote the role of women in development. 
This includes strengthening their oper
ational staffs to ensure that family planning 
and the role of women receives full consider
ation in MDB lending decision. 

Environmental concerns.-The World Bank 
and the other multilateral development 
banks (MDB's) should adopt 2-year bench
marks in four areas-energy efficiency, trop
ical forest protection, environmental assess
ment, and resettlement of forcibly displaced 
populations-as a basis for measuring 
progress on the environment. Such bench
marks should include the following: 

In the area of sustainable energy develop
ment--

"Least-cost"/integrated resource plans 
should accompany all loan proposals for en
ergy development. Such plans should include 
analyses of possible end-use energy effi
ciency measures and nonconventional renew
able energy options, and such plans should 
reflect the quantifiable environmental costs 
of proposed energy developments; 

A substantial portion of loans and grants 
in the energy, industry, and transportation 
sectors should be devoted to end-use energy 
efficiency improvements and nonconven
tional renewable energy development; and 

All organizational units within the MDB's 
that maintain technical expertise on energy 
should create staff positions for an End-Use 
Efficiency Coordinator and a Renewable En
ergy Coordinator, which positions should be 
staffed by individuals with professional 
training and experience in program design 
and management. 

In the area of tropical forests--
Forestry loans should not directly or indi

rectly support commercial logging in rel
atively undisturbed primary forests unless 
management systems which maintain the ec
ological functions of the natural forest and 
minimize impacts on biological diversity 
have been demonstrated in practice; 

Forestry loans should not be disbursed 
until legal, economic, land tenure, and other 
policy conditions needed to ensure sustain
ability are in place; 

Forestry loans should not support mineral, 
petroleum, or other industrial development 
in, or construction or upgrading of roads 
through, relatively undisturbed primary for
ests unless adequate safeguards and monitor
ing systems, developed in consultation with 
local populations, are in place; 

Forestry loans should be consistent with 
and support the needs and rights of indige
nous peoples and other long-term forest in
habitants; and 

Support for protection of biological diver
sity, in close consultation with local com
munities, should be increased. 

In the area of forced displacement of popu
lations-

The World Bank, Inter-American Develop
ment Bank, and Asian Development Bank, 
should maintain a listing, available to the 
Secretary of the Treasury, of all ongoing 
projects involving forced displacement of 
populations, including the number of people 
displaced and a report on the status of imple
mentation of their resettlement policy 
guidelines for each project; 

Obtain agreements with borrowers to en
sure that all ongoing projects involving 
forced displacement will be in full compli
ance with their resettlement policy guide
lines by mid-1993; and 

The African Development Bank should 
adopt and implement policy guidelines on 
forced displacement similar to such guide
lines of the other MDB's. 

In the area of procedures for environ
mental impact assessments (EIA's)-

Each MDB should require that draft and 
final EIA reports be made available to the 
public in borrowing and donor countries and 
that the public be offered timely opportuni
ties for comment on the EIA process; 

Each MDB should apply EIA requirements 
to all sector and structural adjustment 
loans; 

Each MDB should require that the EIA 
process include analyses of the potential im
pact of proposed projects on the global envi
ronment. 

Given the commitments made by the 
World Bank on the first three of these areas 
in the IDA-9 agreement, it is reasonable to 
expect substantial progress by mid-1993-the 
end of the IDA-9 period. With respect to re
settlement of displaced populations, the 
Bank has had a clear policy on this matter 
since 1980. In the event that these bench
marks are not met by that time, the Con
gress will have a clear basis to consider ap
propriate actions, including withholding a 
portion of World Bank and other MDB appro
priations, in fiscal year 1994 or future years. 

The Secretary of the Treasury, in coopera
tion with the Secretary of State, should un
dertake bilateral discussions with appro
priate government officials of the OECD with 
a goal of building greater international sup
port for the benchmarks discussed above. 

European bank for reconstruction and 
development 

Public Law 101-513 contains a requirement 
that the Secretary of the Treasury seek the 
establishment of procedures and policies to 
ensure that a substantial portion of EBRD 
funds are used to support environmental pro
tection and restoration in Eastern Europe. 
The EBRD's response has been unsatisfac
tory. The Secretary of the Treasury should 
continue to implement section 584 of Public 
Law 101-513. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Voluntary contributions to international 
organizations and programs 

United Nations Development Program 
Over the past 2 years UNDP has joined in 

the global fight against AIDS. UNDP, with 
its long history of implementing health and 
education programs at the local level, should 
immediately become significantly more in
volved in this critical effort. 

In addition, the State Department should 
actively seek to assist UNDP in leveraging 
other donors to contribute to trust funds as 
an innovative means to provide technical as
sistance to the newly independent republics 
of the former Soviet Union. These trust 
funds should be directed toward supporting 
privatization, environmental protection and 
electoral and constitutional reform. 

United Nations Children's Fund 
The world Summit for Children set specific 

and measurable goals for the year 2000. These 
goals give AID an opportunity to design a 
program which can be evaluated on a yearly 
basis. The administration should honor the 
promises made at the World Summit for 
Children by executing paragraph 34 of the 
plan of action for implementing the world 



7738 . CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE April 1, 1992 
summit's goals. This paragraph asks each 
nation to prepare a national plan of action 
to implement the commitments and prom
ises made at the world summit. The adminis
tration should announce which Federal agen
cy is to carry out the review of our child-spe
cific programs and prepare a national plan of 
action. The President should provide a re
port, by August 1, 1992, which describes the 
contributions the United States will make 
toward the fulfillment of the goals of the 
World Summit for Children. 

UNICEF should significantly expand its 
support, in cooperation with other inter
national and bilateral donors, in the global 
fight against AIDS. UNICEF should submit a 
plan, including anticipated budget, for com
bating AIDS in the coming years. 
United Nations Voluntary Fund for Victims 

of Torture 
According to information from human 

rights groups, there are tens of thousands of 
torture victims in need of psychological and 
other assistance, many of whom reside in 
countries whose governments receive sub
stantial amounts of aid from the United 
States. The administration should strongly 
support the UN Torture Fund. 

TITLE II-BILATERAL ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Development assistance 
Sustainable agriculture.-AID should assist 

i.q devising national efforts to achieve agri
cultural sustainability. In support of these 
efforts, AID should emphasize programs that 
enable groups of poor farmers to join to
gether to form competitive, agriculturally 
based enterprises. AID should increase its 
support for farmer-oriented sustainability 
research and development through appro
priate collaborative research support pro
grams. It should strengthen its efforts to 
reach farmers through local farm organiza
tions and universities, NGO's, cooperatives, 
and official extension systems. And it should 
give special attention to the needs of women 
who are often the primary food producers. 
These programs should be on a large enough 
scale to have a significant impact over the 
long term, rather than a scattershot effect of 
many small, short-lived projects. 
United States, Israel, and development country 

cooperative projects 
Public Law 101-513 provides not less than 

$7,500,000 in development assistance funds to 
be used for cooperative projects among the 
United States, Israel, and developing coun
tries. A significant portion of these funds 
should benefit countries in sub-Saharan Afri
ca. Serious consideration should be given to 
supporting such projects in Ethiopia and Eri
trea, where there is an urgent need for tech
nical assistance to develop water conserva
tion and irrigation systems. 
AID title XII memoranda of understanding and 

program support grants, and university devel
opment linkages 
AID should support the existing title XII 

memoranda of understanding and program 
support grants, and honor its existing com
mitments to universities holding MOU's and 
PSG's. AID has also proposed a University 
Development Linkages Program and other 
programs of the Center for University Co
operation in Development. 

Coca substitution 
AID should support the silk for life project 

in coca-producing regions in Colombia. This 
project provides Colombian coca farmers 
with silk worms to raise on mulberry bushes 

in place of coca. The resulting cultivated 
silk is a lucrative alternative to coca pro
duction, with markets both locally and in 
the United States. AID is also encouraged to 
closely examine how it could expand crop 
substitution programs in countries trying to 
reduce coca production, such as increasing 
export opportunities for Bolivian coffee. 

South Pacific region agricultural development 
AID is encouraged to expand its support 

for existing and new agriculture projects 
(commercial agricultural development 
project; market access and regional competi
tiven~ss project) for the development of agri
culture in the South Pacific, as well as pro
viding technical services to increase trade 
and investment between the region and the 
United States. 

!PM collaborative research support program 
Implementation of an integrated pest man

agement [IPM] program at AID has been 
slow and tentative. The development of a 
collaborative research support program 
[CRSP] on IPM research (as recommended by 
the National Academy of Sciences), as well 
as continuation of IPM support activities 
under a sustainable agriculture CRSP, are 
important and useful ways to support IPM. 
However, CRSP's are research mechanisms. 
The IPM CRSP will not provide practical on
the-ground training or technical assistance 
in IPM. Technical assistance and training 
have been provided by the Consortium for 
International Crop Protection [CICP]. It is 
doubtful that the collective expertise of 
CICP can be replaced by an ad hoc in-house 
AID-staffed program. AID should provide for 
collaboration between the IPM CRSP and 
CICP in order to maintain an effective re
search, technical assistance, and training ca
pability. 

HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 

International AIDS prevention and control 
program 

Public Law 101-513 provides $52,000,000 for 
global AIDS programs, of which $23,000,000 is 
to be made available to the WHO Global Pro
gram on AIDS (GPA). 

According to recent WHO estimates, by the 
year 2000, 40,000,000 people will be infected 
with the AIDS virus, an increase of 10 to 15 
million above previous estimates, and 10 mil
lion people will have AIDS. This terrible epi
demic requires a more aggressive response 
from the United States and other donor 
countries. 

The Appropriations Committee is on 
record in support of community-based pre
vention and education activities which deal 
directly with the cultural barriers to 
changes in sexual behavior which contrib
utes to the spread of AIDS. These activities, 
especially programs to train people to edu
cate their peers about how to protect them
selves against AIDS and programs which in
crease the availability of condoms, should be 
central to international AIDS programs and 
expanded significantly and immediately. 
Support for local NGO's that can deliver 
such services is essential, and funding for 
these purposes should be made available to 
the maximum extent possible. 

The World Health Organization's GPA is 
making efforts to improve its management 
capabilities and address many of the prob
lems that have impeded its effectiveness in 
the past. It will be another year or two be
fore the impact of these changes are fully 
known. However, ongoing deficiencies with 
the GPA continue to impede its effective
ness. 

There is an essential place for WHO as the 
lead agency in health policy development re-

garding AIDS and in technical support to na
tional AIDS programs. However, it does not 
appear that WHO has the capacity or the ex
pertise to implement the kinds of education 
and prevention programs described above. 
Rather, these activities, which can directly 
and immediately reduce the spread of AIDS, 
are best carried out by AID, NGO's, and 
agencies such as UNICEF and UNDP which 
have a long history of working at the com
munity level to improve health and family 
planning in developing countries. In order to 
maximize its own effectiveness, AID should 
promptly update its global AIDS prevention 
policy and develop mechanisms for evaluat
ing the results of its global AIDS prevention 
strategy. 

There is concern that there is no effective 
mechanism among donors for coordinating 
and increasing the availability of condoms. 
AID and WHO should explore with other do
nors ways of addressing this urgent problem. 
Additional funds should be provided by both 
AID and WHO to support condom social mar
keting programs aimed at sectors most at 
risk of infection. Other multi- and bi-lateral 
donors should become more involved in pur
chasing and supplying high-quality condoms 
for AIDS prevention programs. 

HEALTH ACTIVITIES 

River blindness 
Public Law 101-513 provides $5,000,000 for 

U.S. participation in the WHO 
Onchocerciasis Control Program [OCP] and 
for other river blindness activities. Due to 
the costs of aerial application of insecti
cides, the leveraging power of a substantial 
U.S. contribution to this multilateral effort 
is essential to the success of the final stage 
of the OCP. 

To complement vector control efforts pro
vided by aerial spraying and research efforts 
to find a safe and effective drug which will 
kill the adult onchocerca worm, the drug 
ivermectin is being utilized to alleviate 
symptoms and reduce the risk of impending 
blindness caused by the infant worm. In its 
report last year, the Appropriations Commit
tee recommended that AID provide a portion 
of the $5,000,000 river blindness earmark to 
PVO's for distributing the drug ivermectin. 
This amount should be adequate to mount 
effective programs. PVO's will distribute the 
ivermectin, as well as transfer to local 
health institutions the technical skills nec
essary to design, implement, and monitor a 
long-term program of drug delivery. 

Cholera 
The rate at which this epidemic is spread

ing illustrates the continuing, seemingly in
tractable problem of poverty and the un
availability of clean water and proper sanita
tion in many Latin American communities. 
AID should increase and expand its cholera 
prevention, treatment, and control strate
gies in the region, and coordinate closely 
with PAHO and NGO's in these efforts. 

Women's health 
Sexually transmitted diseases and other 

debilitating reproductive tract infections af
fect many millions of women in developing 
countries. The lack of awareness of these in
fections increases the likelihood that they 
remain untreated, are spread further and re
sult in long-term complications. More atten
tion should be given to health problems that 
uniquely afflict women. AID should submit a 
report by August 1, 1992, on the incidence of 
these infections in developing countries, the 
steps AID is taking to prevent them, and 
where additional resources are needed. 

Education activities 
Last year in its report the Appropriations 

Committee expressed strong support for 
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basic education. Funds should be used for 
basic education, including early childhood 
education, teacher training, and literacy 
training for adults which is so necessary for 
earning income and learning to care for 
young. children. Fifty percent of these funds 
should be targeted to primary and secondary 
education. 

Population assistance 
In its last two reports the Appropriations 

Committee expressed serious concern about 
the population explosion in developing coun
tries and the insufficient priority AID has 
given this global problem. Despite severe 
budgetary constraints, Congress signifi
cantly increased the funding for population 
activities in each of the last two years, not 
only in terms of the previous year's appro
priation, but also relative to the administra
tion's request. Yet, despite this clear indica
tion of strong congressional commitment, 
the administration has continued to request 
levels considerably below the previous year's 
appropriated level. 

AID lacks a clear, focused population pro
gram and a global population strategy. The 
responsibility for planning and implement
ing the program is diffused throughout some 
40 units in AID. There is no single locus of 
responsibility or leadership. Each unit seems 
to design and implement its program in iso
lation. It is important that AID begin to dis
tribute its funds and staff in ways that 
makes strategic sense. Congress' intent in 
this area is expressed in section 104(b) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act, which states that 
population assistance should "increase the 
opportunities and motivation for family 
planning and * * * reduce their rate of popu
lation growth* * *." 

AID should develop a population plan that 
will enable it to respond to its legal man
date. There should be a focal point, such as 
the Office of Population, that is directly re
sponsible for the development of this plan 
and is accountable for its coordination and 
implementation. This plan should have sev
eral features. 

There should be an Agency worldwide 
budget for the population account. This 
budget should be produced annually and 

·should distribute funds in a way consistent 
with the alleviation of the world's popu
lation problem. 

There should be indicators that measure 
the success or failure of this plan on an on
going basis. 

The plan should be monitored continuously 
to ensure that the disparate parts of AID re
main in accordance with the plan. 

A plan that lays out a strategy for dealing 
with the world's population problem must 
include a staffing component. It appears that 
staffing levels of population personnel are 
much too low and have not kept pace with 
the increased budget levels. AID should allo
cate sufficient staff to population in order 
that appropriated funds are used effectively. 

There is concern that the Development 
Fund for Africa [DF A] is not being used fully 
to meet the population challenge in Africa. 
As in the past, in addition to central popu
lation funds used in Africa, 10 percent of the 
DFA should be devoted to population activi
ties. AID should give the highest priority to 
population in Africa, both in terms of fund
ing and personnel. 

Last year AID submitted a report on its 
population programs and activities. This 
year, AID should submit a report by August 
l, 1992, which addresses the following issues: 

World plan of action.-AID needs a popu
lation plan that shows how it expects to 
achieve the objectives of making high-qua!-

ity family planning services available 
throughout the world and in ways that have 
the maximum impact on the world's popu
lation growth rate. 

Staffing plan.-The number of people work
ing in population, where they are working, 
and how the size of the population staff com
pares with other sectors relative to their 
funding levels. The size of the population 
staff should reflect the high priority AID 
should be giving population. If this analysis 
shows that the population staff is too small, 
AID should present the specific steps it in
tends to take to correct the situation. 

Population budget process.-What is needed 
is a budgeting system that is an integral 
part of the action plan and reflects the glob
al nature of the population problem. As with 
any good budgeting system, this one should 
not only provide an efficient way to distrib
ute population funds but it should also maxi
mize their intended impact. 

Management locus.-There is no single unit 
in AID that one can turn to for a complete 
overview of AID's population program. The 
Office of Population comes the closest to ful
filling this basic and critical need and its 
role could be enhanced to serve as a manage
rial locus for the program. Last year the 
Committee asked AID to address this man
agement and organizational flaw and re
ceived a totally inadequate response to the 
GAO report. The report should give special 
attention to management and coordination 
of AID's overall population plan. 

Africa-The report should give special em
phasis to Africa. Congress created the DF A 
to ensure that the continent gets the atten
tion it deserves. AID should document that 
it is doing what is required to alleviate the 
population problem in Africa. 

Romania 
Public Law 101-513 provides $1,500,000 for 

voluntary family planning in Romania. 
There is concern that by the end of 1991, less 
than one-half of these funds had been ex
pended. The problems in Romania are tragic 
and acute. AID should expedite the use of 
these funds to help the children of Romania. 

Sub-Saharan Africa 
Public Law 101-513 provides $800,000,000 for 

development assistance for sub-Saharan Af
rica, $230,000,000 above the previous year. 
AID should focus assistance in countries 
where the need is greatest and whose govern-

. ments have shown a commitment to politi
cal and economic reforms and alleviating 
poverty. As in past years, AID is expected to 
target at least the equivalent of 10 percent of 
DFA funds for each of the following: environ
ment, health, and family planning programs. 
AID should consult closely with African and 
United States PVO's to ensure the equitable, 
participatory, and environmentally sustain
able use of these funds. AID should increase 
its support for public health programs in Af
rica. 

Namibia.-In just over 1 year Namibia has 
transformed itself from an occupied terri
tory into an independent country. When Na
mibia was under South African rule it suf
fered from the sanctions imposed under the 
Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act, at the 
same time that black Namibians did not re
ceive any of the benefits under that act 
which were extended to black South Afri
cans. AID should support employment gen
eration and vocational training projects for 
black Namibians. 

Kenya.-Bernardo House, the oldest or
phanage in Kenya, plans to construct a facil
ity to care for infants and children with 
AIDS in the Nairobi area. AID should seri-

ously consider supporting this effort, as 
Kenya braces itself for the thousands of chil
dren who will contract AIDS in the next dec
ade. 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT ISSUES 

Environment 
A July 1991 GAO report entitled "AID En

ergy Assistance and Global Warming" con
cludes that "no substantial shift in energy 
funding patterns can be attributed to the 
global warming initiative legislation." The 
primary goal of the global warming initia
tive is to maximize the effectiveness of 
scarce resources by focusing them in the key 
countries that are the major contributors of 
greenhouse gas emissions that cause global 
warming. It is intended that the allocation 
of these funds reflect the relative contribu
tions of each of these countries to global 
warming. 

AID office of energy 
Public Law 101-513 provides $20,000,000 for 

the Office of Energy. The Office should con
tinue to support the transfer of technical in
formation and assistance for renewable en
ergy projects in developing countries; the 
use of VITASAT for rapid and accurate elec
tronic information flow to and from remote 
areas; and expand support for an established 
technical information service currently 
funded by AID which will use VITASAT. 

A portion of the funds for the Office of En
ergy should be used to continue funding the 
preinvestment facility for preparation of en
ergy efficiency, renewable energy, and least 
cost planning projects. 

Renewable energy 
AID has not done enough to promote re

newable energy and energy efficiency activi
ties in the developing countries. These ac
tivities should include greater use of 
photovoltaics, wind, and solar water heating, 
such as envisioned in the Africa 1000 USA 
project and AID's wind energy initiative. Fu
ture AID energy investment should be made 
only in least costJintegrated resource plan
ning selected programs or programs which 
promote energy conservation and efficient 
uses. To the maximum extent possible, inte
grated resource planning should include 
quantification of the environmental costs of 
potential projects. AID should give serious 
consideration to supporting renewable en
ergy development, including wind energy, in 
Mexico. 

Montreal protocol 
There is new evidence that depletion of the 

ozone layer is far greater than previously be
lieved. Public Law 101-513 provides not less 
than $10,000,000 for the Interim Multilateral 
Fund for the Implementation of the Mon
treal Protocol. The US representative to the 
Executive Committee that oversees the im
plementation of the Interim Multilateral 
Fund should: 

Seek assurances that none of these funds 
are contributed to any developing country 
that is not a party to the protocol and oper
ating under article 5 of the protocol; 

Seek assurances that these funds will be 
used only for environmentally sound projects 
that are ozone-safe and energy-efficient, and 
do not contribute to global warming; 

Take steps to encourage the involvement 
of relevant nongovernmental organizations 
in all aspects of the Fund's operations, in
cluding review of project proposals; and 

Take steps to establish procedures for pub
lic access to information concerning the in
stitutional and economic elements of the 
Fund. 

Early warning system 
Last year in its report the Appropriations 

Committee expressed support for AID's early 
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warning system for identifying proposed 
MDB loans which may cause damage to the 
environment, public health, or indigenous 
people. With the MDB's beginning to prepare 
environmental assessments of project pro
posals the task of reviewing these assess
ments for accuracy and completeness will 
greatly increase the importance of and de
mands on the Early Warning Office. How
ever, since then, AID has downgraded the 
Early Warning Office and allowed its key 
functions to languish. AID should establish a 
full-time career path position to manage the 
Early Warning Office filled by an individual 
with appropriate formal environmental 
training and relevant experience to properly 
oversee the o~ration of the early warning 
system. 

African elephants 
Public Law 101-513 provides $5,000,000 for 

African elephant conservation. Two key defi
ciencies in ongoing AID programs have been 
the lack of coordination with other manage
ment initiatives (such as those undertaken 
by the Fish and Wildlife Service), and formal 
systems to train local personnel to oversee 
the long-term protection of elephants and as
sociated wildlife and habitat. To address 
these shortcomings AID should consult with 
the Fish and Wildlife Service in order to co
ordinate the two programs and ensure that 
Federal funds are used effectively. AID 
should also include a representative from the 
Fish and Wildlife Service on its project se
lection and review teams. 

AID should submit a report by August l, 
1992, on a program to achieve the objectives 
of the protected area conservation strategy 
[PARCS] to develop a cadre of trained per
sonnel to manage wildlife sanctuaries and 
other protected areas in sub-Sahara Africa. 
The report should contain an analysis of the 
cost of implementing such a program. 

Sustainable non-timber for est products 
The sustainable use of a renewable natural 

resource base is essential to the long-term 
conservation of biologically rich ecosystems 
and to the indigenous communities that de
pend on these ecosystems for their survival. 
The unsustainable harvesting of timber and 
other forest products has already resulted in 
significant loss of biological diversity and 
local economic options. AID should identify 
and develop the economic potential of the 
sustainable use of threatened forests. 

AID should address these concerns by 
working closely with foreign governments, 
NGO's and local communities. A program 
should be developed that supports research, 
training, and field projects that demonstrate 
economic approaches to the conservation of 
biodiversity. In seeking partners in such 
projects, AID should work with organiza
tions that emphasize the role of commu
nities, women and indigenous people in con
servation-based development. There should 
be a particular focus on community-oriented 
enterprises such as ecotourism and sustain
able extraction of non-timber forest prod
ucts. AID should also address the significant 
national policy barriers that inhibit commu
nity-based forest management and market
ing of non-timber forest products. 

Microenterprise 
Public Law 101-513 provides not less than 

$75,000,000 for programs of credit and other 
assistance for microenterprise activities in 
developing countries. AID should target this 
program to the poorest 50 percent of the pop
ulation of the poorest AID-assisted coun
tries. AID should also target at least 50 per
cent of all microenterprise resources to sup
port productive activities managed by 

women. Credit and other forms of assistance 
should be channeled primarily through pri
vate community organizations. 

According to a February 1991 GAO report, 
AID has not targeted women in the poorest 
20 percent of the population, loans fre
quently exceeded $300, and AID does not have 
an adequate system for monitoring these 
loans. In its report to Congress "AID and 
Microenterprise, 1990-92," AID states its 
commitment to "ensure that a substantial 
portion of the microenterprise program sup
ports credit for the poor, " and to "maximize 
the participation of women." These are both 
primary goals of the original microenter
prise legislation. 

Too few microenterprise resources are 
being used for small loans for women and the 
poorest entrepreneurs. A substantial portion 
of these funds should be used for loans of less 
than $300, and special attention given to the 
acute needs of women. 

War victims fund 
Public Law 101-513 provides $5,000,000 in de

velopment assistance funds for the War Vic
tims Fund. Last year, the Committee ex
panded the mandate of the War Victims 
Fund to cover all medical and related assist
ance, including vocational rehabilitation and 
training. Thus, the Fund is now available to 
enable blind and other disabled individuals 
to become self-supporting. Last year, the ad
ministration initiated a war victims pro
gram in Vietnam. The funds will be made 
available through American NGO's with 
prior experience in humanitarian activities 
in Vietnam, and will be used to support 
training of Vietnamese technicians and med
ical personnel as well as to produce pros
theses. These funds should be used for solely 
humanitarian purposes, to assist Vietnamese 
in both the north and south regardless of 
which side they may have supported in the 
war. 

AID has begun to use funds from the War 
Victims Fund in Angola, where tens of thou
sands of civilians have lost limbs from the 
extensive use of land mines by both sides in 
the civil war there. Now that a peace agree
ment and ceasefire are in place in Angola, 
AID should act expeditiously to determine 
what further action can be taken to assist 
these people. 

AID should immediately investigate ways 
to use the War Victims Fund in Cambodia, 
where it is estimated that several hundred 
people are losing limbs from land mines each 
month. Several NGO's, the Vietnam Veter
ans of America Foundation, are assisting 

AID should maintain a Women in Develop
ment Office. While the responsibility for in
corporating and promoting WID goals lies 
with all AID offices, a WID office is needed 
to encourage other AID offices to implement 
these goals, to manage the matching fund, 
and to serve as a point of accountability and 
as an advocate for WID programs. 

To achieve full participation in develop
ment, women must have equal access to eco
nomic, political, civil, and social rights. 
There is concern that the administration has 
failed to give the Senate a review and rec
ommendation on the Convention on the 
Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination 
Against Women. The convention addresses 
many critical issues affecting the status of 
women around the world and complements 
women-in-development efforts. The United 
States was a major force behind the treaty 
and signed it in 1980. The President should 
submit his review of the convention to the 
Senate. 

ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND 

Portugal 
Since 1980, over $391,000,000 in local cur

rency generated through the ESF program 
has been allocated to the Azores Island, a 
part of Portugal and the site of the United 
States air base at Lajes. The population of 
the Azores Islands is approximately 300,000 
people. Virtually the entire amount of as
sistance dedicated to the Azores is used for 
the investment and operating budget of the 
local government. The assistance clearly re
lates to the presence of the Lajes Air Base. 

There is concern about the uses of such a 
large amount of local currency in the Azores 
to support the operating budget of the local 
government. The State Department and AID 
should submit a report by August l, 1992, 
providing a detailed funding history and jus
tification for this program. 

Israeli-Palestinian activities 
Activities which bring Palestinians and Is

raelis together to work on projects of mutual 
benefit are an important way to bridge the 
gap created by years of violence and distrust. 
AID is encouraged to make available funds 
from the ESF account to private voluntary 
organizations in Israel and the West Bank 
and Gaza for educational, cultural, and hu
manitarian purposes involving both Israelis 
and Palestinians. 

Eastern Europe 
Public Law 101-513 provides $369,675,000 for 

the Eastern Europe special assistance initia
tive. 

Cambodian amputees and may be deserving Program c;oordination and cooperation with the 
of support. private sector 

AID apparently plans to allocate $3,000,000 There has been progress by the State De-
of the War Victims fund in Africa from the partment and AID in strengthening the role 
Development Fund for Africa. While there of the U.S. business community in the East
are significant needs in Africa there is con- ern European initiative. However, there con
cern that by fencing over one-half of the War tinue to be complaints from U.S. businesses 
Victims fund for Africa before any assess- that the administration does not have well
ment of how those funds would be spent, AID defined procedures and processes for assist
may be unable to respond to the needs of war ing and involving the American private sec
victims in other countries. AID should allo- tor in the transformation of Eastern Europe. 
cate these funds according to need and its The administration should develop further 
ability to implement programs, not accord- programs such as the American Business Ini-
ing to region. tiative to provide for maximum involvement 

Women in development (WID) of the U.S. private sector, including business 
Public Law 101-513 provides not less than . and labor organizations, so that its expertise 

$5,000,000 in development assistance funds to.) and resources can contribute to the develo?
be used to encourage and promote the par- ~ent of a market economy and democratic 
ticipation and integration of women in the rnstitutions in Eastern Europe. 
development process in developing countries. Technical assistance 
Not less than $3,000,000 is to be used as · The United States has a wealth of tech
matching funds to support the activities of nical expertise available to assist emerging 
AID field missions to integrate women into democracies. Emphasis should be given to 
their programs. the development of democratic trade unions, 
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scholarship programs, medical assistance, 
and support for public and private sector de
velopment, and for technical and other as
sistance to support housing sectors. The Na
tional Academy of Public Administration 
could be a valuable resource to AID for tech
nical assistance in the area of public admin
istration. 

Environment and energy assistance 
Assistance should continue to enable these 

countries to deal with the legacy of four dec
ades of Communist mismanagement. These 
programs should emphasize assistance en
couraging, and providing incentives for, end
use energy efficiency, conservation and reli
ance on renewable energy resources. They 
should also include training and technical 
assistance for related energy and environ
mental investments or regulations, and the 
local production of environmental or energy
related equipment. Further emphasis should 
be on the promotion of U.S. technologies and 
dealing with health problems directly associ
ated with pollution. 

Energy and Environmental lnstitute.-Last 
year in its report, the Appropriations Com
mittee urged the allocation of up to $500,000 
to fund a prototype United States-Polish en
ergy and environmental institute as a coun
terpart to the Budapest Regional Environ
mental Center. While the primary mission 
for the Budapest Center is policy education 
and dissemination of information, a compan
ion demonstration institute in the fields of 
energy and environment is needed to estab
lish effective models of technical collabora
tion between U.S. national laboratories and 
federally sponsored research programs and 
their counterparts in Eastern Europe. 

Democratic pluralism 
Democratic forces in Albania are in dire 

need of assistance as they begin to construct 
the foundations of a democratic society, and 
AID should continue to encourage their ef
forts with technical assistance in drafting a 
new constitution and other basic legislation. 

Enterprise funds 
Support for the Polish-American and the 

Hungarian-American enterprise funds is in
tended for the capitalization of other enter
prise funds for the region and for other pri
vate enterprise activities. All of the funds 
under this category should be for activities 
with an emphasis on technical assistance 
and training for the development of market
oriented policies and the restructuring and 
creation of financial institutions such as 
stock markets, insurance companies, and 
banks. Private enterprise activities should 
also include the creation of private busi
nesses organizations and the privatization of 
state business organizations. 

Agriculture assistance 
The emergencies of an efficient private ag

ricultural sector is central to the develop
ment of strong private enterprise economies 
in Eastern Europe. U.S. agricultural assist
ance program should focus on technical as
sistance and training for the development of 
rural economies and market-oriented poli
cies. There should also be programs con
centrating on the restructuring and creation 
of agricultural financial institutions and 
marketing systems and the development of 
food processing, food transport, and food 
storage systems. Also necessary are pro
grams to help in the creation and manage
ment of agribusiness organizations, the pri
vatization of state farms, agribusiness, and 
credit institutions. 

Legal initiatives 
There is a need to continue to provide sup

port for the Central and East European Law 

Institute [CEELI]. CEELI is a cooperative ef
fort to facilitate the process of law reform in 
Eastern Europe. American lawyers have vol
unteered their time and expertise and USIA, 
the National Endowment for Democracy, the 
ABA, and the International Academy of 
Trial Lawyers have provided startup funds. 

Former Republics of the Soviet Union 
After spending an estimated 

$4,000,000,000,000 to win the Cold War, the 
United States has a fundamental national in
terest in helping Russia and the other former 
republics in the difficult transition to de
mocracy and free market economies. This 
aid, which is designed to prevent a return to 
the totalitarian past, is a sound investment 
for the United States as well as the former 
Soviet republics. 

Foreign aid dollars are scarce, and there 
are great risks that our aid will be wasted or 
stolen. Moreover, the results from aid to the 
former Soviet republics must be tangible and 
visible, particularly in these times of domes
tic economic problems in the United States. 
It must be clear our limited aid dollars are 
being productively used. The following gen
eral guidelines should be followed regarding 
aid to the former Soviet republics: 

Focus on technical assistance.-The United 
States is blessed with intelligent, experi
enced people who can help the people of the 
former Soviet republics understand how a 
market system works and aid the transition 
to a western system of democracy; 

Insist on burden-sharing and coordination.
Other developed nations must share in the 
effort to help the republics change and de
velop; 

Involve the US private sector.-The assist
ance program should depend heavily on co
ordination and cooperation with US firms 
and organizations with experience in creat
ing western-style institutions and privatiza
tion. 

Get tangible returns for our aid.-Require 
that a substantial portion of our aid be used 
to buy US goods and services which help 
both our economy and that of ~he recipient. 

Delivery of humanitarian assistance 
In addition to long-term assistance, the 

United States also has a humanitarian inter
est in preventing mass suffering and starva
tion in the republics during their difficult 
and troubled transition. There should con
tinue to be strict monitoring of the distribu
tion of this humanitarian aid to ensure that 
it reaches the intended recipients who are 
most in need. Just as the United States uti
lized the services of the Catholic Church in 
early efforts to assist Poland, it is clear that 
private organizations in the former Soviet 
Union should be used to delive'r food and hu
manitarian assistance. Such help is particu
larly necessary in the former Soviet Union 
because there are logistical problems with 
government sources. It has become clear 
that many minorities have been excluded 
from humanitarian programs. We must en
sure deli very of services to those groups, par
tially by using them as agents of the pro
gram. The Administration should utilize 
other Christian churches, including the Rus
sian Orthodox, Pentecostal groups, and oth
ers. As well, in order to ensure that Jews 
who live in former Soviet republics are 
reached, organizations such as Helping Hand, 
Inc., which has operated in the Soviet Union 
for nearly 40 years, should be used. 

Types of assistance 
The funds made available for the former 

Soviet republics should be used to provide 
technical assistance, training, and other as
sistance in support of democratic institu-

tions and processes and market-oriented re
forms. Several activities should be empha
sized: 

Scholarship programs, support for the 
health sector, and support for the develop
ment of democratic trade unions; 

Support for private sector development, in
cluding development of market-oriented 
policies, restructuring and creation of finan
cial institutions, privatization of state en
terprises, creation and management of pri
vate enterprise; and 

Support for the agricultural sector, includ
ing restructuring and creation of agricul
tural financial institutions and marketing 
systems, development of food processing, 
food transport and food storage systems, pri
vatization of state farms, and support for ag
ribusiness. 

Eligible recipients 
AID should be limited to the former Soviet 

. republics that are making progress toward 
the establishment of democratic systems and 
economic reforms. The Administration 
should make clear that the republics must 
also demonstrate a respect for a commit
ment to internationally recognized human 
rights, and show a willingness to build a 
friendly relationship with the United States, 
including establishment of responsible poli
cies and practices regarding the non-pro
liferation of nuclear and other weapons. 

Reports on implementation of program 
The Secretary of State should, within 90 

days of enactment of the Continuing Resolu
tion, submit a report on the coordination 
among the various agencies and programs in
volved in providing assistance to the former 
Soviet Union, including State, Treasury, 
AID, Exim Bank, OPIC, TDP, EPA and Com
merce. The report should focus on identify
ing lead agencies for the different compo
nents of US assistance, as well as procedures 
and mechanisms for providing the US private 
sector access to support for eligible activi
ties. 

Within 180 days of enactment of the Con
tinuing Resolution, the Secretary of State 
should submit a report on the implementa
tion of US programs of assistance to the 
former Soviet Union. In the preparation of 
that report, US labor, business and other or
ganizations involved in US activities in the 
former republics should be consulted and 
their views on coordination, implementation 
and access to information, programs and as
sistance should be reflected. 

Agriculture and nutrition 
The humanitarian assistance provided by 

the recent airlift of food and medical sup
plies will help with immediate food needs of 
people trying to get through a different tran
sition. To further that effort over the long 
run, the Administration should establish a 
special commodity import assistance pro
gram for the former Soviet republics. This 
would allow the President to use funds to . 
purchase and provide American-made foods 
traditionally used in child and mother/baby 
nutrition programs. These foods would be 
distributed, where feasible, through min
istries of education, and should be made 
available in time for the next school year. 

Any local currencies generated under this 
program should be deposited in a special ac
count, monitored by the President. These 
currencies would be available to pay the 
local expenses for American volunteers to 
provide long-term management and policy 
advice to key decisionmakers in the various 
republics as well as in the private food and 
agriculture industry, among others. They 
could also be used to pay certain expenses in 
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connection with the program, including the 
cost of acquiring such commodities; the 
costs associated with packaging; enrich
ment, preservation, and fortification of such 
commodities; and the processing, transpor
tation, handling and other incidental costs. 

Agriculture and agribusiness management 
training 

One of the most urgent needs in the former 
Soviet Union is training and technical as
sistance to improve agricultural production 
and marketing. Reform of the agriculture 
sector of the economy is crucial to the suc
cess of economic reform. Agriculture and ag
ribusiness will be a driving force in a com
mercialized Soviet economy and will spur fu
ture commercial development in US-Soviet 
agribusiness and for US investments. Agri
culture programs should focus on bringing 
competition into the food system in the 
former Soviet Union by developing agri
business and cooperatives and by breaking 
up state collectives and farms in order to 
support private farms. 

Support should be given for training agri
cultural and agribusiness managers in US 
technology and management practices; for 
technical assistance projects geared specifi
cally to assisting agricultural and agri
business enterprises in establishing commer
cially viable, market-driven businesses; for 
feasibility studies for commercialization and 
productivity improvement in the agricul
tural sector; and for the establishment of 
commercially viable demonstration projects, 
either for existing enterprises or for 
startups. Funds should be made available for 
training, technical assistance and dem
onstration projects in the dairy industry. 

AID is encouraged to make technical as
sistance available through US private sector 
organizations including those already in
volved in similar programs in Eastern and 
Central Europe. Hands-on, practical tech
nical assistance by agribusiness executives, 
experts and volunteers is strongly encour
aged through two-way exchanges with effec
tive private farmer organizations such as 
AKKOR and V ASKhNIL. 

AID is further encouraged to accelerate 
technical assistance for agribusiness devel
opment by opening existing contracts for ag
ricultural assistance in Eastern Europe to 
the former Soviet Union. The following pro
grams should be extended to the former re
publics: the VOCA Farmer-to-Farmer pro
gram, the ACDI Agribusiness Exchange Pro
gram, Land O'Lakes model dairy and agri
business efforts, and the American Coopera
tive Enterprise Center by NCBA. 

There are several examples of agricultural 
projects already initiated between US and 
Russian entities. These projects provide in
tensive training in dairy management, tech
nical cooperation and assistance to dairy en
terprises, training of agribusiness managers 
in Western management practices and the 
US agribusiness industry, and the develop
ment of demonstration projects with enter
prises in the former Soviet republics. For ex
ample, one proposal has been prepared to 
help privatize the collective farms surround
ing the town of Pereslavl in the Yaraslav re
gion. These kinds of programs represent the 
type of training and assistance the Commit
tee believes should be funded in support of 
agricultural market-oriented reforms. 
Technical assistance to democratic trade unions 

Independent trade unions have played an 
important role in the democratic develop
ment of the former Soviet republics and have 
been consistent advocates of democracy and 
economic reform, providing mass support 

and legitimacy to democratic political lead
ers at critical times over the past few years. 
During what is likely to be a lengthy period 
of uncertainty for the peoples of the former 
Soviet Union, independent trade unions can 
continue to give momentum to the transi
tion to democracy and also perform an im
portant stabilizing function. AID should sup
port the involvement of US labor unions in 
programs of technical assistance for the cre
ation and effective functioning of free trade 
unions. 

Democratic education 
Basic to any society's movement toward a 

more democratic system are reforms of the 
constitutional basis and law-making capabil
ity of policy-making institutions and gov
ernment structures. These reforms will be at 
the core of any democratic changes in the 
former Soviet republics. Funds should be 
used for programs designed to assist with 
these reforms. Such programs would assist 
with the training of democratically-elected 
republic legislatures, and other constitu
tional officers, involved in law-making for 
democracy, enforcement of constitutional 
rights, and development of governmental 
structures based on the principles of separa
tion of powers, political pluralism and the 
rule of law. 

One existing project, "Law-Making for De
mocracy," draws on the experience of United 
States legislators, law professors, lawyers 
and other governmental professionals to pro
vide relevant educational and training expe
riences in the United States for Moscow and 
St. Petersburg city counselors and Russian 
legislators. This project represents the kind 
of training that should be funded for tech
nical assistance in support of democratic re
forms. 

Free market and economic education 
Helping the former Soviet republics move 

toward market economies will require edu
cation and the transfer of economic and free
market knowledge. 

Future business managers in the republics 
will need to gain expertise in business plan
ning, accounting, budgeting, finance, produc
tion and personnel management, marketing, 
and many other entrepreneurial skills. Man
agement education is sorely lacking in the 
former republics, where there are perhaps 30 
management schools, all created since 1989. 
The United States has over 1,000 schools and 
departments of business management devel
oped over the last century. Some schools 
have already initiated management training 
programs in the former Soviet Union. One 
program, "Toward A Market Economy," is 
an example. AID should utilize the pool of 
American academic management experts 
when considering technical assistance in 
free-market and economic education. 

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

Overseas private investment corporation 
Environmental Investment Fund.-While 

there are many other efforts to promote pri
vate sector investment in environmentally 
beneficial and profitable enterprises, OPIC's 
is the only one backed by a U.S. Government 
entity with loan guarantees. Input by the 
public and environmental NGO's concerning 
Fund projects is vital and will help ensure 
that they contribute significant benefits to 
the environment. At the same time, there is 
a need to protect trade secrets or financial 
data that should legitimately be protected 
from disclosure. OPIC and the Fund should 
continue to consult closely with NGO's in 
order that the maximum practicable disclo
sure of information concerning fund projects 
is afforded. OPIC and the Fund should sub-

mit a report by August 1, 1992, on the follow
ing concerns: 

The specific environmental criteria OPIC 
and the Fund will use to judge potential in
vestments; 

What independent, impartial review proc
ess is provided for evaluating potential in
vestments before fund resources are commit
ted; 

What mechanisms or systematic proce
dures exist to enable OPIC and the Fund to 
consult with foreign governments, and envi
ronmental NGO's in the United States and 
target countries, on potential investments; 

How OPIC and the Fund will promote inno
vative ideas to the point where they are of 
investment quality; and 

What procedures and criteria OPIC and the 
Fund will use to monitor and evaluate in
vestments to ensure they produce the ex
pected environmental benefits. 

It is intended that OPIC and the Fund will 
vigorously promote investment in activities 
which enhance environmental quality, over 
those which simply reduce harm to the envi
ronment. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

International narcotics control 
Public Law 101-513 provides S150,000,000 for 

the State Department's International Nar
cotics Control Program. There is concern 
that only $420,000 of the $150,000,000 appro
priated for 1991 for INM programs will be 
used for public awareness and education pro
grams. INM should consider increasing its 
support for public awareness and education 
where such programs would be effective. 
Consideration should also be given to a U.S. 
contribution to the World Health Organiza
tion's Programme on Substance Abuse 
(PSA). Established in September 1990, PSA 
funds global activities to reduce the demand 
for addictive substances, including assisting 
countries to develop national drug plans and 
the establishment of treatment centers, 
training of in-country personnel, and public 
awareness and education campaigns. 

TITLE III-MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND 

TRAINING 

Expanded !MET initiative.-Last year, the 
Appropriations Committee proposed and ex
panded IMET initiative to address ongoing 
concerns about the relevance and effective
ness of the traditional IMET program. That 
initiative emphasizes training programs that 
contain courses for both defense and civilian 
managers and administrators of defense es
tablishments. These courses focus on train
ing in management of defense ministries, 
forces and budgets, and creating and imple
menting effective military justice systems 
and codes of conduct, with a special empha
sis on the protection of human rights. There 
has been notable progress in implementing 
the expanded IMET program. The Defense 
Security Assistance Agency [DSAA] should 
carefully examine its traditional IMET pro
grams for opportunities to shift funds into 
expanded programs. DSAA should submit a 
report, by August 1, 1992, on the anticipated 
implementation and costs of this initiative 
in fiscal years 1993 and 1994, and including an 
evaluation of the program's effectiveness to 
date. 

Malaysia 
For over 2 years the Malaysian Govern

ment continued to violate the comprehen
sive plan of action [CPA], by pushing back to 
sea well over 11,000 .Vietnamese refugees. 
This CPA violation caused the Congress to 
prohibit IMET funds for Malaysia in 1991. 
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There is concern about Malaysia's unw1lling
ness to adopt a policy of adherence to the 
CPA. However, the flow of refugees to Malay
sia has virtually stopped, partly because the 
overall flow has decreased and presumably 
partly because refugees are trying to avoid 
Malaysia. Malaysia is once again eligible for 
IMET funding, but the Malaysian Govern
ment should provide assurances that if the 
flow of Vietnamese asylum-seekers resumes, 
it wm permit them to land. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1752 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
myself and Senator Bumpers, who is 
the Chairman of the Small Business 
Committee, and I ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTEN], 
for himself and Mr. BUMPERS, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1752. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the pending resolution, add 

the following new section: 
SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of this joint resolution, the following 
appropriation is made: 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
Disaster Loans Program Account 

For an additional amount for the cost of 
direct loans, $82,025,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That these funds 
are available to subsidize additional gross 
obligations for the principal amount of di
rect loans not to exceed $241,748,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the disaster loan program, an addi
tional $25,000,000, which may be transferred 
to and merged with the appropriations for 
"Salaries and expenses". 

Congress hereby designates these amounts 
as emergency requirements pursuant to sec
tion 251(b)(2)(D) of the Budget Enforcement 
Act of 1990. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has the support of the 
chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee and it has been cleared on both 
sides. It provides the funds necessary 
to keep the Small Business Adminis
tration's Disaster Loan Program run
ning for the balance of the fiscal year. 
Without this funding, the SBA will be 
unable to respond to any new disaster 
declarations. According to SBA, it will 
have to shut down this program by the 
end of April. 

The President has declared the disas
ter loan program shortfall an emer
gency appropriation. This amendment 
is the only amendment to this CR that 
has the support of the administration. 

Many areas of the country have been 
hit hard by disasters this year and 
spring flood and tornado season is upon 
us. I, therefore, ask that this amend
ment be accepted. I also ask that a 
statement by Senator BUMPERS be 
placed in the RECORD at this point as if 
read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further discussion? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the 
Small Business Administration is fac
ing a rather desperate situation with 
respect to its Disaster Lending Pro
gram. SBA is the only agency of the 
Federal Government which makes 
long-term loans to victims of natural 
disasters such as floods, earthquakes, 
tornadoes, hurricanes, and the rest. 
The program covers only uninsured-or 
underinsured-losses, and eligible bor
rowers include both large and small · 
businesses, as well as homeowners. 
This program has saved many Amer
ican communities from being utterly 
wiped out by accidents of nature. 

Last year, the Appropriations Com
mittee provided funding for the Disas
ter Lending Program equal to an aver
age year's disasters. Unhappily, be
cause of the devastating floods in 
Texas and California and other States, 
and also some severe storms in Puerto 
Rico and some of the Pacific terri
tories, this has been much worse than 
an average year. SBA has virtually ex
hausted its salaries and expenses ap
propriations, and it has only about 2 
more months of loan money remaining. 

A few weeks ago, the administration 
submitted a request for supplemental 
funding for both business loans and dis
aster loans. The request, however, did 
not provide for the disaster funds to be 
treated as an emergency under the 
Budget Act, meaning that an offset 
from some other program would be nec
essary. I wrote to OMB Director 
Darman on March 18, and I strongly 
urged him to make another request for 
disaster lending and to make it as an 
emergency request under the Budget 
Act. I am gratified that the adminis
tration has now seen the urgency of 
this situation and has made such a re
quest of the Congress. I ask unanimous 
consent that my letter to Mr. Darman 
be included in the RECORD at this 
point, as well as a response signed by 
Ms. Janet Hale. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 
Washington, DC, March 26, 1992. 

Hon. DALE BUMPERS, . 
Chairman, Committee on Small Business, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR BUMPERS: In your March 18, 

1992, letter to Director Darman, you re
quested the Administration's support for an 

emergency funding increase in the Small 
Business Administration's disaster loan pro
gram. Due to the abnormally high level of 
disasters this fiscal year, we agree that 
emergency funding is necessary to ensure 
continued delivery of this program. To this 
end, the President transmitted an emergency 
supplemental appropriations request to the 
Congress on March 23, 1992. 

The President's request would provide a 
supplementary appropriation of $25 million 
for disaster-related salaries and expenses and 
$82 million for credit subsidies-to increase 
total 1992 disaster lending authority to $600 
million. Because the Congress provided regu
lar appropriations in an amount sufficient to 
fund an average year, the full request for 
SBA has been designated by the President as 
an emergency requirement pursuant to the 
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 (BEA). 

We also agree with your concern that the 
present system of budgeting fixed amounts 
for both disaster loan authority and adminis
trative expenses is not compatible with the 
unpredictable nature of natural disasters. In 
response to this difficulty, the President is 
also proposing a FY 1993 budget amendment 
to establish a contingency fund to meet un
anticipated increases in disaster loan activ
ity in FY 1993 and beyond. These emergency 
funds could be used for both loans and ad
ministrative expenses in abnormally severe 
disaster years. However, these funds would 
only be available to the extent that the Con
gress enacts regular appropriations each 
year sufficient to cover the average level of 
obligations incurred over the most recent 
ten year period. The fund would be capital
ized with $75 m1llion-an amount sufficient 
to support $350 million in additional lending 
in 1993. 

We believe that this approach is greatly 
preferable to that taken by the House Small 
Business Committee in reporting out H.R. 
3304. That bill would authorize the use of dis
aster loan repayments for new loan making, 
and would exclude the expenditure of such 
funds from counting toward the Federal 
budget deficit. 

There is no reason to exclude SBA disaster 
loan expenditures from the deficit totals. 
Such action would have the effect of breach
ing the 1990 budget agreement. Moreover, 
H.R. 3304 would directly violate the credit re
form provisions of the BEA. Fortunately, the 
Administration's emergency contingency 
fund proposal addresses the disaster funding 
problem without violating any provisions of 
the BEA. 

Thank you for sharing your views on this 
issue. I look forward to working with you to 
secure enactment of both the emergency sup
plemental for FY 1992 and the contingency 
fund for FY 1993. 

Sincerely, 
JANET HALE, 
Associate Director 

for Economics and Government. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, 

Washington, DC, January 28, 1992. 
Hon. RICHARD G. DARMAN, 
Director, Office of Management and Budget, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR DICK: I am writing to urge you and 

President Bush to give full support to a sig
nificant increase in funding for Small Busi
ness Administration lending programs. In re
cent weeks, I have met with Administrator 
Saiki and with every expert I could find on 
small business finance. The sentiment is uni
versal that the present funding level of $3.5 
billion for Sec. 7(a) guaranteed loans is inad
equate to meet the market's needs and that 
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Congress must act soon if small business is 
to play its essential role in reviving the 
economy. 

As you well know, the importance to small 
businesses to the American economy can 
hardly be overstated. They employ half of all 
workers and produce over 40 per cent of GNP. 
The current financial regulatory climate has 
had a devastating effect on the ability of 
many smaller firms to obtain the capital 
needed for everyday operations, much less 
for expansion and job creation. This has been 
especially acute in New England where many 
banks are in the hands of the FDIC, which is 
unwilling to extend credit to anyone. 

For FY 1992, Congress provided last year's 
level of funding for the largest SBA program, 
Sec. 7(a) guaranteed loans. Mrs. Saiki in
forms me that SBA lending in the first quar
ter of 1992 was up over 26 per cent nationally 
over the previous year's activity. Addition
ally, lending activity for the Agency can al
ways be expected to increase in the spring 
and summer months. 

SBA has initiated a major effort to stimu
late the New England economy, and particu
larly that of New Hampshire. Some members 
of Congress have questioned whether SBA's 
New Hampshire efforts are motivated by the 
approaching Presidential primary. Mrs. 
Saiki reports that almost 150 candidates for 
SBA loans have been identified in this one 
state. Regardless of motivations, it is clear 
to me that SBA does not now have the re
sources in either lending authority of sala
ries and expenses to provide similar treat
ment to other states in the region without 
violating the Anti-Deficiency Act. 

If SBA is not able to take the New Hamp
shire program to other states in the region 
which are facing equal economic troubles, 
then the program must be discontinued im
mediately. 

It appears to me that at least $1 billion in 
additional Sec. 7(a) lending authority and 
probably $150 million in additional Sec. 504 
Development Company authority will be 
needed in Fiscal 1992 if SBA is to meet its 
mission of providing adequate long-term cap
ital for smav business growth and expansion. 
Fortunately, these increases can be made 
without any increase in the 1992 deficit be
cause of the influx of cash to the Treasury 
from the program's guarantee fees. Nonethe
less, the mood of Congress toward any addi
tional federal spending, regardless of the 
merits, is not good and should not be taken 
for granted by the Administration. If this 
program is to succeed, the Administration 
will have to L strongly support additional 
funding for smf.11 business loans. 

Equally troubling is the issue of salaries 
and expenses for SBA disaster lending. I un
derstand that\ SBA has virtually exhausted 
the limited amount of salaries and expenses 
for disaster loan-making provided in the cur
rent appropriation. Just as others and I pre
dicted, so-ca~ed "credit reform" has proved 
disastrous fo this program. It is impossible 
to predict fr m year to year what natural 
disasters ma occur, and it is politically and 
morally unac eptable to help only those dis-

. asters which occur early in the fiscal year. 
This program should be entirely exempted 
from the inappropriate restrictions of credit 
reform. I plan to urge the Appropriations 
Committee to approve legislation to that ef
fect in the next supplemental vehicle. 

Sincerely, 
DALE BUMPERS. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The administration 
is seeking, and the pending amendment 
provides, for a total of $107 million 
total funding for the SBA Disaster Pro-

gram. This includes $25 million for sal
aries and expenses, and $82 million for 
loan subsidies. Because this lending 
program is scored at about 30-percent 
subsidy rate by OMB, the $82 million 
will provide for a total of $241,748,000 in 
new lending authority. These are direct 
loans with an interest rate of either 4 
or 8 percent, depending on whether the 
borrower has credit elsewhere. 

I cannot resist saying, Mr. President, 
that this crisis would not exist but for 
the credit reform provisions of the 1990 
Budget Act amendments. Before credit 
reform was enacted, SBA disaster loans 
were made from a revolving fund, with 
repayments from old loans ordinarily 
being more sufficient to cover the costs 
of new loans. The Appropriations Com
mittee rarely needed to add funds to 
this account. Only in the instances of 
the Mount St. Helens eruption in 1980 
and the twin disasters of Hurricane 
Hugo and the Loma Prieta earthquake 
in 1989 were appropriated funds added 
to the disaster loan fund in the decade 
of the 1980's. In fact, repayments of old 
loans were even sufficient to pay the 
costs of .disaster lending salaries and 
expenses. There were few systems in 
Government which worked as well as 
this program, in my view. 

It was a terrible mistake in policy 
which did away with this system under 
the guise of credit reform. This new re
gime allowed OMB to gobble up the dis
aster loan revolving fund, making the 
gargantuan Federal deficit appear a 
little smaller for a while, and placed 
the Appropriations Committee in the 
difficult and unnecessary position of 
having to appropriate funds every year 
for disaster loans. Without a doubt, the 
only real effect on SBA programs, and 
this program in particular, has been to 
make these loan programs appear more 
expensive than they actually are. 

I might add that the House Small 
Business Committee has reported legis
lation to repeal this portion of credit 
reform and place the SBA Disaster 
Lending Program back on the same 
footing as it was before. I hope the 
House will approve that bill and that it 
will receive serious consideration in 
the Senate. 

Mr. President, I support the amend
ment to provide badly needed funding 
for SBA disaster lending, and I urge all 
Senators to do the same. 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I rise 
to support the emergency supplemental 
appropriation to permit the Small 
Business Administration's disaster as
sistance program to continue its very 
important work for the balance of the 
fiscal year. 

Because of the unprecedented number 
of natural disasters this year, includ
ing many in my home State of Califor
nia, the Disaster Loan Program is in 
jeopardy of running dry by April. This 
amendment will provide an additional 
$240 million to the SBA Disaster As
sistance Program. This request is need-

ed because of the higher than average 
number of physical disasters that have 
occurred in fiscal year 1992. In Califor
nia alone, we have suffered through nu
merous physical disasters, from resi
dential fires in Oakland which 
consumed a large acreage of homes to 
torrential rains and flooding in five 
southern California counties. 

SBA's disaster loans are the primary 
form of Federal assistance for private 
sector disaster losses from earth
quakes, wildfire, hurricanes, tornadoes, 
floods, and other physical disasters. 
This assistance is not limited to small 
businesses; it is available to home
owners, renters, businesses of all sizes, 
and nonprofit organizations. These 
loans are a critical source of economic 
stimulation in disaster ravaged com
munities, helping to spur employment 
and stabilize tax bases. Swift passage 
of this appropriation would enable SBA 
to continue the program without inter
ruption. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
very important measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further discussion of the amendment? 
If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1752) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. KASTEN. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Ver
mont is recognized. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, what is 
the time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin has 8 minutes, and 
the Senator from Vermont has 2 min
utes and 28 seconds. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Plus the 

additional 10 minutes on both sides. 
Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair. I re

tain the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does any 

Senator yield time? If no Senator 
yields time, the clerk will call the roll 
and the time will be charged equally to 
both sides. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum, the time 
to be allocated to both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll and the time will be 
charged to both sides. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that 10 minutes 
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previously allocated to Senator GoR
TON now be allocated to the Senator 
from New York [Mr. D'AMATO]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from New York is now 

recognized. 
Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 

this afternoon to convey a sense of dis
tress and disappointment, that an 
amendment that was carefully crafted 
and which I cosponsored with my col
league, Senator BROWN from Colorado, 
has been withdrawn. Had I been aware 
that it was going to be withdrawn, I 
would have asked to ·submit my own 
legislation. This amendment was craft
ed to ensure that Jordan complies with 
the United Nations embargo of Iraq be
fore releasing United States taxpayers' 
dollars to King Hussein of Jordan. 

Mr. President, I say this was a care
fully crafted resolution. It is one which 
provided an opportunity for the Presi
dent to certify on a regular basis that, 
indeed, Jordan was complying with the 
embargo. 

One need only look at the activities 
of the King of Jordan to say that obvi.:. 
ously his word means little, if any
thing. 

Let us look at the record. Imme
diately after Iraq's invasion of Kuwait, 
King Hussein was quoted as saying that 
"Saddam Hussein is a person to be 
trusted and dealt with." He went fur
ther by saying that "he was a patriot." 

Mr. President, you cannot have it 
two ways. While we had 600,000 young 
men and women battling Saddam Hus
sein with billions of dollars of our re
sources committed to undertake this 
effort; with the whole world on the 
precipice, facing perhaps an inter
national conflict that may not have 
been resolved as quickly and as suc
cessfully; while hundreds of casualties 
were endured by Allied forces and the 
deaths of United States men and 
women took place, we had a cheer
leader for Saddam Hussein-King Hus
sein of Jordan. 

In so doing, he joined the likes of 
Yemen, Libya, and the PLO, in sup
porting Iraq. The King put his words 
into action when the Arab League 
voted to condemn the invasion of Jor
dan. What did Jordan do? It abstained. 

Mr. President, the fact is that the 
Port of Aqaba in Jordan served as an 
entry point for goods destined for Iraq 
during the embargo. Indeed, I wrote to 
Secretary Baker and I questioned why 
we were continuing aid to Jordan. I got 
back a letter dated January 17, 1992. It 
came from Janet Mullins, Assistant 
Secretary of State for Legislative Af
fairs. I will read just part of it. I ask 
unanimous consent that the letter be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, DC, January 17, 1992. 

Hon. ALFONSE D' AMATO, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR D' AMATO: Secretary Baker 
has asked me to respond to your letter con
.cerning the provision of assistance to Jor
dan. 

Like you, the Administration was deeply 
disappointed by Jordan's rhetorical support 
of Iraq during the Gulf War. We told the 
King so in the most direct terms. I wish to 
note, however, that we have no evidence that 
Jordan supplied military equipment to Iraq 
at any point during the Gulf crisis or since. 

Since the end of the Gulf war, King Hus
sein has demonstrated his willingness to 
play a central role in our peace initiative, 
even at risk to himself and his government 
from radical, anti-peace factions. At the 
same time, Jordan's society has been placed 
under great stress by the return of nearly 
300,000 Jordanians long resident in the Gulf 
states, the presence of tens of thousands of 
Iraqis seeking respite or escape from Sad
dam, and the cut off of assistance from tradi
tional Gulf donors. To cope with these 
stresses and to continue to control its bor
ders with Iraq and Israel, Jordan's military, 
a main support of King Hussein's liberalizing 
government, must have immediate access to 
minimum levels of assistance. 

On September 16, the President decided to 
use the flexibility provided by law to waive 
the statutory restrictions on FY 91 military 
assistance to Jordan. The Department imme
diately informed appropriate Congressional 
committees of this action. We have briefed 
appropriate Congressional committees on 
the full extent of deliveries of military as
sistance since August 2, 1990 and our plans to 
deliver additional equipment funded by FY 
90 and prior year FMF. After consultations, 
we had earlier released FY 90 economic as
sistance. 

On December 6, the Secretary decided to 
release FY 90 and prior year FMF to Jordan. 
He also decided to release lethal materiel 
based on Letters of Offer and Acceptance 
signed before August 2, 1990. 

This assistance will enhance Jordan's abil
ity to control its borders, thereby preventing 
infiltration by terrorists into Israel and 
smuggling into Iraq. The Jordanian army's 
role in preventing such infiltration was 
noted most recently in an October 23 Radio 
Israel broadcast. 

I hope this information alleviates your 
concerns. Let me assure you that in provid
ing assistance to Jordan the Administration 
has first and foremost in its focus the cause 
of peace and stability in the region. 

Sincerely, 
JANET G. MULLINS, 

Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs. 

Here is a portion of the letter: 
Like you, the administration was deeply 

disappointed by Jordan's rhetorical support 
of Iraq during the gulf war. We told the King 
so in the most direct terms. I wish to note, 
however, that we have no evidence that Jor
dan supplied military equipment to Iraq at 
any point during the gulf crisis or since. 

The fact is, Mr. President, that tons 
of Jordanian ammunition were re
ceived after Iraq's retreat from Kuwait. 
Much of it was shipped as late as Janu
ary 1991 and, indeed, these incidents 
were captured on film by CNN, despite 
the State Department's denial that 
arms and supplies were being shipped 
to Iraq by-or at least through-Jor
dan. 

Mr. President, the fact is that Jordan 
has not abided by the U.N. embargo of 
Iraq. It continues to buy oil and pro
vide fuel, medicine, and building mate
rials. In fact, the administration was 
forced to seek a waiver to resume aid 
to Jordan, because they could not cer
tify that Jordan was abiding by the 
embargo. 

Jordan has cooperated in the estab
lishment of Iraqi front companies in 
Jordan, backed by a fleet of aircraft 
and trucks, dedicated to the continued 
circumvention of the U.N. sanctions. 

To forgive and forget may be the 
manner in which the State Department 
and Secretary Baker want to conduct 
foreign policy. It is inappropriate and 
it is wrong. We are talking about 
trivializing the lives of those who have 
served this country in the cause of 
world peace. 

I cannot and will not vote for a bill, 
this continuing resolution, that would 
permit and authorize the continuance 
of aid to King Hussein of Jordan that 
would not, at the very least, put in lan
guage that would set up a process, set
ting up a monitoring process to see 
that the circumvention of the U.N. res
olution and embargo is not provided 
for. 

This is ludicrous. This is wrong. This 
is the politics of expediency. This is 
the same politics that brought us to 
the situation where we encouraged 
Saddam Hussein to build his war ma
chine, looked the other way as he was 
using poison gas against innocent 
women and children, and provided him 
with loan guarantees, which he de
faulted on. 

I remember coming down to the Sen
ate floor 4 or 5 months before the war 
broke out asking for a curtailment of 
those loan guarantees. I was criticized 
because I called Saddam the "Butcher 
of Baghdad." You would have thought I 
was attacking Mother Teresa; Demo
crats and Republicans alike, were say
ing that he is "misunderstood." Is the 
King of Jordan misunderstood now? Do 
we misunderstand him? We ought to be 
ashamed of ourselves. 

I do not know where the loyal opposi
tion on the other side is. Where is the 
moral correctness in continuing aid? 
There is someone at every turn who 
has worked against the principles that 
this country is supposed to stand for, 
with a cheerleader for Saddam Hussein, 
who supported Saddam Hussein, and 
who still does. 

I would not have withdrawn that 
amendment. I wish my colleague had 
consulted me. It was brilliantly craft
ed. Once again-the State Department, 
under the glibness of Secretary 
Baker-we have succumbed to Hus
sein's oratorical wizardry. 

Well, check the facts, not the orator
ical wizardry. How can we be providing 
the King of Jordan, after what he has 
done to us; after encouraging Saddam 
Hussein to invade-and I get that from 
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reliable sources, who have told me that 
the King of Jordan understood and 
knew Saddam Hussein was going to 
conduct that invasion-how do we con
tinue to provide her aid? He knew it. 

There are enough Members in this 
body who understand and have heard 
the same story. Yet, we continue busi
ness as usual. Why does it take an in
vasion for us to stand up and do what 
is right. 

(Mr. LIEBERMAN assumed the 
chair.) 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. D'AMATO. Certainly. 
Mr. LEAHY. Do I understand the 

Senator correctly to say that the State 
Department referred to the King of 
Jordan supporting Saddam Hussein as 
merely rhetorical? 

Mr. D'AMATO. Yes; in a letter that I 
have of January 17, that is exactly the 
language that is used. I have put that 
into the RECORD. 

Mr. LEAHY. I find that amazing, I 
say to my friend from New York. I do 
not think there is a Member of this 
body who, having reviewed the facts-
not even going into things classified, 
what was not in the open record
would consider the support to be lim
ited only to rhetoric, and not feel that 
the support was material support, sig
nificant support, and not just in sup
port of others. 

I wonder if my friend from New York 
recollects when we had farm legisla
tion on the floor. The Senator from 
Vermont and others felt that we should 
limit the credits that were being given 
to Iraq. 

The Senator from New York was very 
much in favor of such limitations and 
spoke very strongly regarding Saddam 
Hussein as he has here. The Senator 
will recollect that the Senator from 
Vermont also felt there should be such 
limitations. The Senator from Ver
mont and others were lobbied by the 
White House and told that we had to 
keep these credits going to Saddam 
Hussein. 

If the Senator will recollect further 
it was just about the same time Sad
dam Hussein's tanks were beginning to 
mass to roll into Kuwait. We were told 
to keep on the credits, which turned 
out to be a complete foreign aid gift. 

Now we find that we are even paying 
off some of these credits to Iraqi con
trolled banks. At the time we are try
ing to put the squeeze on Iraq the Unit
ed States is actually sending foreign 
aid today to Iraq. I wish to put it into 
perspective. 

Mr. President, this was not my time. 
I do not want to interrupt the time of 
the Senator from New York, and I 
thank him for yielding. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, if I 
might be permitted to respond just mo
mentarily, let me say this to my col
league from Vermont: There is a shared 
responsibility. There is a failure on the 
part of this body. When I came to this 

floor and offered an amendment to cut 
off loan guarantees of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to Saddam Hussein, 
on the basis of parliamentary objec
tions on my first try, I was forced to 
withdraw that amendment. There was 
an almost united opposition to cutting 
off those loan guarantees that 
stemmed not only from the State De
partment and the administration but 
from this body as well. 

It was not our finest day. It was a 
tragic day. We got into the local paro
chial interests of how it would be and 
how this cutoff was of loan guarantees 
to Iraq would be damaging. We did not 
care that they were killing innocent 
women and children. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
allocated to the Senator from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, if I 
might be permitted 30 seconds by way 
of unanimous consent. 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield 30 seconds of my 
time. 

Mr. D'AMATO. I thank my friend. 
Mr. President, it is therefore with 

deep regret that I will vote against this 
continuing resolution. I believe that 
this is an absolute contemptible act 
given the suffering_ that so many have 
endured to simply turn the other way 
to Jordan's actions and to continue 
business as usual with the King of Jor
dan. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 4 minutes and 5 seconds. 
Mr. LEAHY. I yield 2 minutes to the 

Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. SIMON. I thank my colleague 

from Vermont. 
Mr. President, in the continuing res

olution is $270 million for peacekeep
ing. That compares to the $350 million 
that the administration agreed to with 
the United Nations. 

I think it is vital that we support 
peacekeeping operations, whether we 
are talking about Cambodia, El Sal
vador, other places that may arise. · 

There is a deep yearning on the part 
of the people of the United States not 
to police the entire world and the an
swer is obviously to share that respon
sibility, and my strong belief is that 
for each dollar we can give the United 
Nations for peacekeeping we probably 
save taxpayers in this country $5 to $10 
plus we help world stability. 

So my hope is that, while this con
tains $270 million for peacekeeping for 
the United Nations, before this fiscal 
year is out or certainly in the next fis
cal year we provide the balance of what 
we have agreed to with the United Na
tions. 

I think we have a moral responsibil
ity to do this. I think it is important 
for world stability, and it is important 
for American taxpayers. 

Mr. President, whatever remainder of 
my 2 minutes is left I yield to the Sen
ator from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I yield 

what time is remaining to the Senator 
from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oregon is recognized for 3 
minutes and 20 seconds that are re
maining. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, there 
is good news and bad news in this bill, 
and I know there is not a great popular 
base out in the electoral for foreign aid 
at any time. But I think we have an op
portunity at this moment in history to 
deal with some of the causes of vio
lence and war by taking preventive ac
tion. I think we have a responsibility 
for the long-term stability of this 
world to take the action of providing 
$270 million for peacekeeping forces 
under the United Nations. 

I am sorry that we had to have $21 
million for military aid to El Salvador. 
I do not like it. It should have all been 
humanitarian aid from my perspective. 

I do not like the fact we released Ma
laysia from the ban as Malaysia has 
not foresworn pushoffs of refugees that 
are seeking their shores. 

By the same token, I have to recog
nize the efforts to help the children of 
the world to survive and to help them 
survive and to help through the Child 
Implementation Act for a world sum
mit for children. 

I have to vote for this bill because of 
the help it gives to refugees seeking 
some home and some kind of new life 
fleeing for their lives from the troubled 
parts of the world. 

So, in all balance, Mr. President, I 
will be voting for this foreign aid bill 
to help stabilize the world of today and 
tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont controls the re
mainder of the time which is 2 minutes 
and 40 seconds. 

Ms. MIKULSKI« Mr. President, our 
foreign aid program finds itself in trou
bled times. The only appropriations 
bill handled in a continuing resolution, 
today's bill maintains fiscal year 1991 
funding through September, with a few 
adjustments for key programs. It is 
likely that the fiscal year 1993 bill will 
receive the same treatment. Recent 
press articles have questioned AID's 
management, even its future as an 
independent agency. 

AID must take its hits in today's 
budget squeeze like everybody else, but 
I hope that AID officials will make 
every effort to find funding within the 
foreign aid budget for the truly critical 
programs. 

Family planning assistance is tied to 
all our efforts in economic develop
ment because all our progress will be 
wiped out if current population growth 
rates continue. Today's bill contains 
only approximately $250 million for 
family planning rather than the $300 
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million slated for the fiscal year 1992 deficiency, and other micronutrient de
bill. AID needs to do a far better job of ficiencies. I hope that any expanded 
spending the money it has in order to micronutrient deficiency research ef
make the most of this reduced funding. fort includes iron deficiency research 

Many programs which had received as a priority. There is an emerging con
small but significant assistance from sensus among international organiza
AID will suffer as well, in particular tions active in the areas of health and 
programs funded under the American development that iron deficiency, 
Schools and Hospitals Abroad Pro- along with vitamin A deficiency and io
gram. dine deficiency, is one of the three 

ASHA programs are the kind of aid major micronutrient deficiencies in the 
that Americans feel best about- developing world. 
schools modeled after the U.S. system Iron deficiency is the most prevalent 
that teach democratic values and hos- nutrition problem in the world. Ane
pitals which provide desperately need- mia, due primarily to iron deficiency, 
ed medical treatment to areas of the is believed to affect well over I billion 
world where there is no other source of people globally and roughly two-thirds 
care. of all pregnant women. Anemia in preg-

There are many fine examples of nancy is associated with a sharp in
United States schools: In Nanjing, crease in premature delivery, low birth 
China, Johns Hopkins University pro- weight, and fetal mortality. Iron defi
vides Chinese students with the only ciency in infancy is known to produce 
United States-style education avail- defects in learning and cognitive per
able in the country-even during the formance. 
troubles of 1989, the school kept teach- The Agency for International Devel
ing. Hopkins also has an outstanding opment is to be commended for the im
facility in Bologna. The American portant work on iron deficiency that it 
Schools of Oriental Research are in the has supported in the past, and I encour
forefront of archaeological study and · age the agency to ensure that iron defi
digs in the Middle East. Beirut Univer- ciency will be given the emphasis it de
sity College and the American Univer- serves. 
sity in Beirut have valiantly taught Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, all of us 
vital coursework and American values were hopeful this past January when 
during the hellish years since 1975. both sides in the Salvadoran conflict 

Hospitals like Shaare Zedek and Ha- signed a peace accord. Most of us would 
dassah in Jerusalem provide high qual- like to see the FMLN Communist guer
ity medical care to both Arab and Jew- rillas dismantle, and return to civilian 
ish populations. life to help rebuild their country which 

AID deserves a word of praise for the they spent so many years destroying. 
efforts of the Office of Foreign Disaster I continue to hope that genuine peace 
Assistance in its relief efforts among will become a reality in El Salvador. 
the Kurds, in Bangladesh, and in Africa But today as we consider this legisla
during the past year. tion which will drastically reduce mili-

Another project which deserves AID tary assistance to El Salvador, the in
attention is a proposal by Life Inter- escapable reality is: The peace accord 
national to outfit a retired U.S. Navy is no more than a piece of paper. 
hospital ship for service near the Horn Until, and only until, the Communist 
of Africa. This sort of innovative ap- guerrillas in El Salvador completely 
proach could prevent countless deaths disband, military aid is the only insur
and terrible suffering by the people of ance policy available to the United 
Somalia, Ethiopia, and the Sudan. States to safeguard the Cristiani gov-

The House has wisely and humanely ernment's stability and survival. 
increased funding for refugee assist- Mr. President, the cease-fire in El 
ance. Refugees from Vietnam, Burma, Salvador cannot and should not ob
Cambodia, Iraq, Liberia, Somalia, scure the very real problems that per
Ethiopia, Sudan, Mozambique, Angola, sist. It is the height of folly to trust 
and elsewhere have strained the cur- the Communist FMLN guerrillas, and 
rent relief system and need additional discard precautions to ensure the per
aid just to stay alive. manency of President Cristiani's great 

Finally, I am glad to note that to- achievements in his country. 
day's bill also increased AID operating President Cristiani is a man of his 
expenses above the 1991 levels. If it did word; he is tried ·and proven. As a lead
not, AID employees would have been er of great wisdom and courage, his en
faced with at least 1 day per week on tire life has been committed to free 
furlough, disrupting not only our aid market values, and to basic individual 
programs but also the lives of these liberties. He signed the peace accord in 
Federal workers. good faith. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I note that But can the same be said of the 
the chairman of the House Appropria- Marxist guerrillas? The record clearly 
tions Subcommittee on Foreign Oper- indicates that it cannot. The FMLN 
ations indicated in his floor statement Communists have never given us the 
on the continuing resolution for for- slightest reason to trust them. They 
eign operations appropriations that the have made a career of lying, and ofter
administration should provide $20 mil- rorizing and murdering their own peo
lion for vitamin A deficiency, iodine ple. 

Already, FMLN spokesmen are mak
ing excuses for the guerrillas not giv
ing up their weapons. The FMLN has 
used cease-fires before to deceive the 
Salvadoran Government into awarding 
them the upper hand on the battlefield. 
Indeed, it would be fully in keeping 
with the FMLN's past record for the 
January peace accord to be merely a 
tactical retreat. 

The Communist guerrillas, judging 
by their past conduct, jubilantly hope 
that Salvador's military will be dis
mantled, leaving President Cristiani no 
way to defend his people. 

Mr. President, this Senator believes 
that we should provide as much mili
tary assistance as necessary to El Sal
vador in order to enable the people of 
that country to continue to work to
ward real peace from a position of 
strength. Jerking the rug from under 
the Cristiani government will send a 
clear signal to the FMLN guerrillas 
that the United States is not prepared 
to stand by President Cristiani if the 
Communist terrorists fail to live up to 
the peace accord with they signed. 

Too many people equate the collapse 
of the Soviet empire with the end of 
communism. In Cuba, Castro still re
presses his people and continues to ex
port revolution. In Nicaragua, the 
Communist Sandinistas still maintain 
absolute control of the military and se
curity apparatus. In fact, the Sandi
nistas are the de facto rulers of Nica
ragua, and still constitute a grave 
threat to peace and security in · this 
hemisphere. 

In Guatemala, Marxist terrorists 
roam the countryside, causing havoc 
and disrupting society. Honduras, too, 
has been plagued by bands of terrorists 
These Central American allies need our 
continued military security assistance 
as long as Castro and the Sandinistas 
remain in the business of destabilizing 
the region. 

Mr. President, the Salvadoran mili
tary has demonstrated its commitment 
to the peace process by agreeing to ab
dicate its police function, reduce its in
telligence capacity, and cut its person
nel almost in half. But these unprece
dented reforms cannot take place until 
the FMLN dismantles its entire oper
ation. It makes sense that the Salva
doran Army should also become in
volved in the peace process in a posi
tive, constructive way. And it is in our 
own national security interest to help 
them reach their goal. 

The Salvadoran people fought, bled, 
and died for this triumph. I am abso
lutely persuaded that Congress should 
help the Salvadoran people safeguard 
their hard-won peace, and to take steps 
to ensure the consolidation of that vic
tory. 

I feel that, in our own interest, the 
United States should continue to sup
port military assistance in El Sal
vador, and in other countries in our 
hemisphere-like Honduras and Guate-
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mala-where there is still a ligitimate 
national security threat. The United 
States should continue to aid in the de
feat of Marxist terrorists and guerril
las, and provide effective assurance 
that will deter them from taking up 
arms again. Now here else should be 
more vital to us as our own backyard. 

By acting now, Congress can promote 
the security aid essential to the eco
nomic and political reconstruction of 
Salvador and the rest of Central Amer
ica. 

Sadly, that cannot, and will not, be 
accomplished by the language in this 
continuing resolution. 

The best way to achieve peace in this 
region is to continue military aid until 
the Communist FMLN is completely 
demobilized and reintegrated into ci
vilian society. It is now more impor
tant then ever to come to the aid of 
our Central American friends. To aban
don them when they are on the verge of 
victory will result in a defeat for all 
freedom-loving people in the Americas. 

Mr. President, the majority of us had 
no opportunity to participate in the El 
Salvador portion of the bill. But I can 
assure you that we will have another 
chance to debate this issue in the near 
future. And at that time, I will do ev
erything I can to assist the people of El 
Salvador in their struggle for victory. 
The fight is not yet over. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I rise 
today to voice my support for a specific 
provision of the Foreign Operations 
continuing resolution that will create 
jobs and boost the economy in my 
home State of Louisiana and across the 
United States. 

The provision that I am referring to 
repeals restrictions on Export-Import 
Bank financing which limit aggregate 
loans and loan guarantees for projects 
with the former Soviet Republics to 
$300 million. These restrictions, which 
are part of the Trade Act of 1974 and 
the Export-Import Bank Charter Act, 
are collectively known as the Byrd
Stevenson amendments. Restrictions 
on Exim financing with the Soviet 
Union made sense during the cold war 
when our economic interests were in 
conflict with the Soviets and when the 
U.S.S.R. officially impeded emigration 
of .its citizens. The Byrd-Stevenson re
strictions no longer make sense in view 
of the political changes that have 
taken place in that part of the world. 

The United States needs jobs, Mr. 
President, and the former Soviet Re
publics need United States expertise 
and assistance to help build a stable 
economy that will allow the growth of 
democracy and individual freedom. The 
Export-Import Bank needs to be free to 
finance projects that will address both 
of these needs. 

The Eximbank has authorized $172 
million toward the allowable $300 mil
lion aggregate cap. After we repeal the 
Byrd-Stevenson amendment, the 
Eximbank will be permitted to extend 

loans and loan guarantees on the basis 
of economic considerations and the vi
ability of individual projects. 

The potential for Louisiana indus
tries that have experience in natural 
resources development and shipbuild
ing, to name a few, to participate in 
job-creating projects with the former 
Republics is great and we should en
courage .them. 

Mr. President, I commend the chair
man of the Appropriations Committee, 
Senator BYRD, and all of the other Sen
ators who have brought this important 
measure before us today and I yield the 
floor. 
FAMILY PLANNING ASSISTANCE TO THE FORMER 

SOVIET UNION 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I would 
like to engage in a brief colloquy with 
my colleague, Senator LEAHY, chair
man of the Appropriations Subcommit
tee on Foreign Operations. 

There is a desperate need in the 
former Soviet Union for humanitarian 
assistance of all kinds. We have heard 
of the insufficient drugs and of the food 
shortages, and of the hurt this has 
caused to the elderly, to children and 
in all segments of society. The short
age of medical supplies is particularly 
dramatic in the area of family plan
ning services. 

The sad fact, Mr. President, is that 
the Commonwealth of Independent 
States is largely incapable of providing 
the family planning services. This in
ability is taking its toll on women in -
CIS Republics. I am concerned that the 
tragic shortfall in reproductive and 
maternal health is being overlooked in 
the debate on humanitarian assistance 
for the former Soviet Republics. 

Ninety-five percent of Russian 
woman do not have access to contra
ceptives. Consequently, the average 
woman has between six and eight abor
tions during course of her reproductive 
lifetime. Some women have up to 20, 
often illegal, abortions. We all know 
that the best way to reduce abortions 
is to prevent unwanted pregnancies
and that is what family planning is all 
about. 

The need for basic family planning 
services in the Commonweal th of Inde
pendent and Baltic States is immediate 
and severe. The almost total lack of 
these services is only exacerbated by 
economic disruption of whatever exist
ing health support systems are still 
functioning. Governments are eager to 
enhance family planning programs and 
provide prenatal and postpartum care, 
but simply do not have the means. 

Given this situation, I encourage the 
Agency for International Development 
[AID] to use a portion of the humani
tarian assistance provided to the 
former Soviet Union for family plan
ning and maternal health. The women 
of these republics face unnecessary 
threats to their well-being, and the ef
fective use of funds in family planning 
would greatly reduce suffering· result-

ing from unsafe abortions. I would like 
to ask my friend and colleague, Chair
man LEAHY if he shares this view. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank my friend for 
raising this issue. The Senator from 
Colorado and I have worked together 
often to enhance the role of the United 
States in international family plan
ning. AID is certainly able to use the 
funds in this bill for family planning 
and maternal health and I would con
cur that efforts should be made to en
sure that services are provided so we 
can reduce the number of abortions in 
these Republics. 

Mr. WIRTH. I know that the Senator 
from Vermont supports stronger family 
planning and maternal health pro
grams. We can, and should, provide 
support to the women in the former 
U.S.S.R. Humanitarian assistance most 
certainly should include services that 
support the women of these new repub
lics. 

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND QUOTA 
INCREASE 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my concern that the 
bill before us does not provide for the 
U.S. contribution to the International 
Monetary Fund quota increase. I un
derstand that such a proposal will be 
contained in President Bush's upcom
ing request for aid to the new Repub
lics of the former Soviet Union. I hope 
that a way can be found in the near fu
ture to provide for this needed increase 
for the IMF. 

We are standing at a crossroads in 
the postwar era. An expansion of IMF 
resources is critical to a healthy inter
national environment for America's 
economy, including growing markets 
in developing countries and the emerg
ing democracies in Eastern Europe, the 
Baltics and the new Republics of the 
former U.S.S.R. At a time when the 
United States is not providing more 
foreign aid directly, lending by inter
national financial institutions is even 
more important. Yet, U.S. inaction on 
this quota increase is blocking an 
international consensus and preventing 
the vital expansion of IMF activities. 

Just as the IMF was designed to as
sist in the economic reconstruction of 
a free postwar Europe, the inter
national community now is looking to 
the ·Fund to play a critical role in 
changing former Communist economies 
into free market democracies. The task 
is as daunting as that facing the IMF 
in 1947. Fund discussions with these in
creasingly market-oriented countries 
are well advanced. Significant re
sources already have been committed 
to Eastern Europe and more resources 
will be needed as new Republics join 
the Fund by this summer. 

Mr. President, the Fund's mission 
will falter unless we take action soon. 
Without the United States, the quota 
increase cannot be completed by the 
other IMF members because of its link
age to an amendment to the IMF arti
cles. 
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The U.S. contribution involves no net 

budgetary outlays since each dollar we 
provide the Fund is balanced by their 
provision to us of a liquid, interest
bearing financial instrument. Yet, our 
$12 billion contribution is a good in
vestment for the future of this coun
try. Moreover, it will be matched by 
$48 billion from other countries. So, it 
will expand the available resources of 
the IMF by $60 billion. 

Let me make clear, however, that the 
infusion of IMF money should be di
rected toward real economic restruc
turing in the new Republics. It should 
not simply constitute a recycling of as
sets from international financial insti
tutions through countries in need and 
back out to private financial interests 
who extended commercial loans based 
on imprudent judgments. Using official 
assistance to bail out private creditors 
diverts funds desperately needed for 
economic development and simply pro
motes an economic muddling-through 
by countries that are in a weak posi
tion to bargain otherwise with the 
IMF. If our efforts are to be truly suc
cessful, we need to ensure that IMF as
sistance is coupled with an effective 
debt reduction program. 

Mr. President, we cannot afford to be 
shortsighted or partisan on this quota 
increase issue. We also cannot afford 
repeated delays. Further inaction will 
weaken U.S. influence and endanger 
American interests in a healthier 
international economy. 

The administration's timidity, and 
the reluctance of Congress to confront 
it on this issue, is jeopardizing the pro
vision of vital help by the IMF to coun
tries struggling to build or reform free 
market economies. We must lead inter
national efforts to help these countries 
or we will be judged by history as hav
ing failed to ensure the prosperity and 
long-term security of our country and 
the international community. 

SWORDS TO PLOUGHSHARES: CONVERT U.S. 
MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO DEMOBILIZATION AID 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise to express my views about the pro
visions regarding military aid to El 
Salvador in the continuing resolution 
we are considering today. 

I need not rehearse the tragic tale of 
El Salvador, what that famed Latin 
poet Pablo Neruda called a slender 
waist of tears. For more than a decade, 
the people of El Salvador have strug
gled under the weight of a brutal and 
ruthless military that has engaged in 
widespread human rights abuses, in
cluding brutal torture and frequent 
extra-judicial executions. During the 
past decade, over 70,000 people have 
been killed, including tens of thou
sands of innocent civilians. While the 
violence has waned somewhat, there is 
still much to be done to bind up the 
wounds of this terrible war. 

Since I came to the Senate, I have 
urged the suspension of all further 
military aid to the Government of El 

Salvador, and the transfer of that aid 
to the peaceful purposes of demo biliza
tion, demilitarization, and postwar re
construction. Converting United States 
military aid to peaceful economic pur
poses and maintaining our economic 
support during this critical period will 
help to support a transition to a new 
postwar economic and political system 
in El Salvador. 

In a March 26 letter to President 
Bush, I joined 40 of my Senate col
leagues in urging a complete transfer 
of all military aid already appropriated 
to the demobilization and transition 
fund, and urging him to withdraw im
mediately his administration's request 
for additional military assistance. I 
ask unanimous consent to include that 
letter in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, March 26, 1992. 

Hon. JAMES A. BAKER III, 
Secretary of State, Department of State, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: The historic peace 

accords signed by the Government of El Sal
vador and the Farabundo Marti Liberation 
Front [FMLN] are a tribute to all those who 
committed themselves to the cause of peace. 
We appreciate the role your department 
played in helping the parties through dif
ficult negotiations during the closing 
months of 1991. 

The end of the civil war brings new chal
lenges to the surface. Successful implemen
tation of the peace accords must be of high
est priority to the administration. 
It is therefore disturbing to learn of the 

administration's request for additional bilat
eral military aid to the Salvadoran armed 
forces for FY 92--93. The peace accords call 
for a dramatic reduction in the structure and 
mission of the military. Given the signifi
cant stockpile of weapons in El Salvador, 
and the amount of hardware to be delivered, 
there is no justification for additional bilat
eral military aid. We urge you to withdraw 
such a request. Should the request not be 
withdrawn, we will oppose such assistance. 

We urge the transfer of all previously ap
propriated military assistance to the demo
bilization and transition to peace fund to 
support United Nations peacekeeping forces 
and reintegration of former combatants on 
both sides to productive civilian lives. Our 
aid must support and advance the peace 
process. The transfer of funds to the demobi
lization and transition fund will reflect our 
commitment to the peace accords. 

Further, we urge you to support long-range 
economic and development aid to fund those 
reconstruction programs that arise from the 
consultative process envisioned in the peace 
accords. In the spirit of reconciliation, the 
Agency for International Development 
should seek a variety of funding channels 
which will insure that U.S. aid reaches the 
widest possible spectrum of non-govern
mental organizations, with particular em
phasis given to those organizations which 
have demonstrated their ability to assist the 
poorest in El Salvador. 

The Salvadoran accords offer a blueprint 
for peace. United States policy towards El 
Salvador must work in concert with the let
ter and spirit of the accord. We urge you to 
reconsider the Administration's request for 

funding to El Salvador in light of the ac
cords. 

Thank you in advance for your attention 
to this matter. 

Kindest personal regards. 
(Signed) p AUL DAVID WELLSTONE 

(And 40 other Senators). 
Mr. WELLSTONE. The bill before us 

today does not . provide for any new 
military assistance to the Government 
of El Salvador. It does require that $21 
million in military aid already ap
proved last year-which I opposed-be 
nonlethal, to be used for maintenance, 
and demobilization efforts in strict ac
cordance with the newly defined mis
sion of the Salvadoran Armed Forces 
as set forth in the peace accords. Fur
ther, it transfers $63.7 million in mili
tary aid already approved to the demo
bilization and transition fund. Finally, 
it gives the appropriate congressional 
committees of jurisdiction an oppor
tunity to review any aid decisions of 
the administration through normal 
budget reprogramming procedures 
under the Foreign Assistance Act. 

While I had hoped that all U.S. mili
tary aid would be transferred to that 
fund, and worked to ensure that result, 
we did not completely prevail. I will 
continue to push for the conversion of 
all remaining U.S. military assistance 
to peaceful purposes. To continue to 
send military aid to a country which is 
retooling for peace is unnecessary, 
shortsighted, and foolish. I fear that it 
will undercut efforts of the people of El 
Salvador to limit the power of the Sal
vadoran military and strengthen civil
ian controlled democratic institutions 
there. Considering the existing stock
piles of military hardware, and the dra
matic reduction in the size and mission 
of the armed forces required by the 
peace accords, there is no justification 
for further bilateral military aid. 

The peace accords between the Salva
doran Government and the FMLN cre
ate new opportunities for greater polit
ical pluralism. They provide for broad
er civilian participation in the politi
cal system, which in turn will begin to 
alter the social and economic inequi
ties that gave rise to the civil war in 
the first place. In his speech at the 
signing ceremony in Mexico City, 
President Cristiani observed that the 
postwar peace cannot be simply a re
turn to the prewar peace, but rather 
must be rooted in a new political plu
ralism which allows all Salvadorans to 
participate fully in the economic and 
social life of their nation. The agree
ments represent blueprints for change 
toward a more just society there. In 
every way we can, we must support 
that process. 

We have spent hundreds of millions 
of dollars in the last decade in support 
of brutal, ruthless, and corrupt mili
tary officers who held real power in El 
Salvador. Now we must renew our com
mitment to peace by providing this 
critical postwar reconstruction assist
ance. Now we must help the Salva-
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doran people beat swords into plow
shares. 

The conversion to peaceful purposes 
of $63. 7 million in funds appropriated 
earlier for military aid is a big step 
forward. But we must continue to mon
itor closely the remainder of U.S. mili
tary assistance, to ensure that it is 
used only for the peaceful, demobiliza
tion related purposes required by this 
legislation. 

It is also vitally important that the 
economic and social reforms required 
by the peace accords, especially those 
regarding land tenure, the judicial sys
tem, and the military, be fully imple
mented. Further, the consultative 
process used to develop a comprehen
sive national reconstruction plan must 
include the recommendations of non
governmental and popular organiza
tions with grassroots experience in the 
regions they serve. I understand from 
consultations with leaders of the non
governmental community in EI' Sal
vador that there have been some prob
lems with this planning process. I hope 
those problems can be resolved as the 
Salvadoran people move forward with 
the reconstruction effort. Only a recon
struction effort that establishes the 
bases for participatory and equitable 
socio-economic development in El Sal
vador can ultimately be successful. 

Mr. President, I hope my colleagues 
will continue to support a peaceful 
postwar transition in El Salvador 
which reflects the needs and aspira
tions of all the Salvadoran people, es
pecially the poor. Only through such a 
broadly participatory process can we 
hope to encourage real change in the 
socio-economic conditions of the Sal
vadoran people who have suffered for so 
long, and who only recently have begun 
to taste the fruits of peace. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of Senate Joint Resolution 456, 
the foreign operations continuing reso
lution, which I urge my colleagues to 
support. 

This resolution extends the fiscal 
year 1991 appropriation through Sep
tember 30 of this year. I am pleased to 
note, however, that it is not just a dol
lar for dollar continuation of fiscal 
year 1991 funding levels. There are sev
eral noteworthy adjustments in certain 
areas that I consider to be vital to 
American national security and foreign 
policy interests. 

Foremost among them is a $270 mil
lion U.S. contribution to U.N. peace
keeping activities. On March 12, I ad
dressed the Senate and lamented the 
fact that at that time many in Con
gress seemed unwilling to support the 
relatively modest sums required for 
peacekeeping forces to consolidate the 
victories we helped to win in such 
areas as Cambodia, Angola, and El Sal
vador. I am pleased that the opposition 
I sensed on March 12, has dissipated 
and that the legislation before us now 
ensures that the United States will pay 

its fair share of costs to preserve the 
peace in areas of longstanding conflict. 

I am also pleased that the resolution 
before us gives the administration au
thority to transfer economic support 
fund moneys to the republics of the 
former Soviet Union. This is a welcome 
first step in providing support to fledg
ling democracies that have thrown off 
the oppressive yoke of Soviet com
munism. 

The second step in the process of 
helping to ensure that democracy sur
vives in the former Soviet Union will 
occur tomorrow when President Bush 
meets with congressional leaders to 
outline the comprehensive programs 
that he will announce after the meet
ing. The formulation of a comprehen
sive program is long overdue, but at 
least it is coming; and I plan to do ev
erything I can to help move it forward 
on a bipartisan basis. 

The other items of particular inter
est to me in this bill are increases of 
$2.6 million in funding for the U.N. En
vironmental Program, $4 million for 
the International Atomic Energy Agen
cy, $10 million for UNICEF, $14 million 
for the Peace Corps and $144 million for 
refugee programs. 

Finally, I would note that the bill re
stricts military aid to El Salvador to 
$21 million in nonlethal items. I would 
prefer to have absolutely no military 
assistance for El Salvador but at least 
we will be reducing from the 1991 level 
of $85 million. 

I commend the managers for bringing 
this bill to the floor, and I urge my col
league to support it. 

SUPPORTING THE MAI LEVEL OF $160 MILLION 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise to 
express my concern over the status of 
the United States-Philippine relation
ship at this time of transition for both 
our two countries, and specifically the 
desire of some individuals to reduce 
the fiscal year 1992 contribution to the 
multilateral assistance initiative. Our 
ties are long-standing and have evolved 
dramatically from the days when the 
Philippines was a United States col
ony, to the years of occupation by 
Japan in World War II, through the 
years of independence beginning in 
1946. The Philippines is our oldest ally 
in Asia and we share a commitment to 
democracy and freedom. 

As we enter the post-cold war world, 
it is important to recognize that the 
ties that bind us go beyond the bases 
which the United States maintained at 
Subic Bay and Clark Air Base. The Re
public of the Philippines is a nation of 
some 66 million people. It is one of our 
closest allies in Asia. The Philippines 
and the United States share an interest 
in maintaining peace and stability in 
the Asia-Pacific region. 

Although the United States is with
drawing from the bases in the Phil
ippines, we remain committed to the 
welfare of the Filipino people and their 
efforts to achieve economic prosperity. 

It is for this reason that I support ef
forts to maintain United States aid to 
the Philippines at traditional levels. It 
is vital that we not retreat from past 
commitments or harm the longstand
ing development programs we have 
carefully nurtured throughout the 
country. 

The progress we have made over the 
years in bringing new economic oppor
tunities to the Philippines: Heal th care 
to rural villages, agriculture and aqua
culture to those in need of better nutri
tion, and the promotion of environ
mental protection as a national pol
icy-these are impressive achieve
ments. They should not be squandered. 
Our success can only be maintained if 
the Administration remains true to our 
tradition of standing with our close 
friends even during the most difficult 
of times. 

The end of the cold war is changing 
the nature of our overseas military 
presence. It need not change the con
tent of our political and social rela
tionships. The United States will con
tinue to support nations, like the Phil
ippines, which share our commitment 
to freedom and democracy. These mu
tually held values, as well as our exten
sive economic links, transcend what
ever momentary differences there may 
be in the relationship. 

In July 1989, 19 nations and 7 multi
lateral institutions gathered in Tokyo 
to launch the multilateral assistance 
initiative, known as the MAI. Sec
retary Baker called the MAI "a con
crete expression of the kind of partner
ship and 'creative responsibility shar
ing' we see as the basis of a new era in 
East Asia and the Pacific.'' 

As a multilateral effort, the MAI re
flects the desire of the United States 
and other donors to assist the Phil
ippine Government to improve the 
daily lives of its people and to build a 
foundation for a prosperous future. 

I supported the establishment of the 
MAI and continue to believe that it re
mains critical to the growth of the 
Philippine economy and the strength
ening of the democratic process. As 
part of this program, the role of the 
private sector in bringing about sus
tained economic growth is essential. 

In fiscal year 1990 and 1991 the United 
States appropriated $160 million for the 
MAI and allowed for an additional $40 
million to be transferred to this pro.
gram. This commitment should be 
maintained in fiscal year 1992. I firmly 
believe these are commitments the 
United States should continue to sup
port. 

It is important, however, to remem
ber that the MAI is a multilateral ef
fort, requiring other countries to con
tribute funding, as well as talent, to 
the task of building a strong Philippine 
social and commercial infrastructure. I 
will continue to be a strong voice in 
the effort to maintain the broad par
ticipation of all MAI signatories in this 
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effort. Similarly, I will work with the 
institutions like the World Bank and 
the Asian Development Bank to ensure 
their long-term financial commitment 
to Ph111ppine development. 

Unfortunately, the Philippine devel
opment effort has not been spared the 
ravages of natural disaster. In 1991, the 
country suffered through two large
scale disasters which seriously ham
pered its efforts at smooth economic 
reform. In June 1991, Mount Pinatubo, 
a long-dormant volcano, erupted and 
took the lives of hundreds of people 
and left more than 200,000 homeless. 
Later that year, a typhoon claimed 
over 5,000 lives on the island of Leyte. 

Coming on top of a devastating 
earthquake in central Luzon in 1990, 
these disasters have affected the Phil
ippine economy and drained resources 
that would otherwise have been used 
for economic development. In the face 
of such adversity, I commend the Phil
ippine Government for its determina
tion to overcome these disasters and 
proceed with economic reform and 
pledge my best efforts to assist with 
that process. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back. 

The question is on the engrossment 
of the amendment and third reading of 
the joint resolution. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the joint resolution to 
be read the third time. 

The joint resolution was read a third 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on the joint resolution, 
as amended. 

The Senator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, there is 

a request for on side for the yeas and 
nays. I, therefore, ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint 

resolution having been read the third 
tinie, the question is, shall the joint 
resolution pass? On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced-yeas 84, 

nays 16, as follows: 

Adams 
Akaka 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Chafee 

tRollcall Vote No. 62 Leg.] 
YEA8-84 

Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
Danforth 
Daschle 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Durenberger 
Exon 
Ford 

Fowler 
Garn 
Glenn 
Gore 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Inouye 

Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lau ten berg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 

Metzenbaum 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowskl 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Riegle 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 

NAYS-16 
Baucus D'Amato 
Boren DeConcini 
Burns Helms 
Byrd Hollings 
Conrad Kasten 
Craig Lott 

Rudman 
Sanford 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Seymour 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wirth 
Wofford 

Nickles 
Smith 
Symms 
Wallop 

So the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 
456), as amended, was passed. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the joint 
resolution, as amended, was passed. 

Mr. KASTEN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senators who worked together on 
this. It has been a very difficult time 
and extraordinarily difficult 6 months 
because of the question of Israeli loan 
guarantees. 

Mr. President, the question of Israeli 
loan guarantees has created and did 
create a very difficult time on this for
eign aid bill. I think we would have had 
a normal foreign aid bill absent that. 

I was willing and did support the re
quest to hold up the foreign aid bill 
last September, as we tried to work out 
that issue, until this spring. 

I should note that Senators of both 
parties worked extremely hard to try 
to resolve this. I have high praise for 
the Senator from Wisconsin, Senator 
KASTEN, who came to this with cer
tainly a different view than I. He 
worked with both the Senate and the 
U.S. foreign policy in trying to bridge 
the gap between it. 

The distinguished Senator from Ohio, 
Senator METZENBAUM, and numerous 
other Senators worked with us con
stantly in trying to put together a 
piece of legislation that would fulfill 
commitments that the United States 
had made of a humanitarian nature 
and allow us to come in with a far bet
ter foreign aid bill than we were able to 
pass today. Notwithstanding the hercu
lean efforts of individual Senators of 
both parties, that was unable to be 
done. 

I do want to thank Senators who 
worked with us, and their staffs. I want 
to take special note of Eric Newsom 
who spent weekends, evenings, gave up 
time with his family and everything 
else to work on this in the true prof es
sional nature that he has always shown 
in a number of very difficult and ex
traordinarily demanding situations in 
the Senate. 

I want to thank the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia who coun-

seled with me throughout all this and 
gave me excellent advice. He always 
does and gave the subcommittee chair
man much leeway, which is appre
ciated. 

Lastly, I want to thank the distin
guished majority leader, Senator 
MITCHELL, who has probably spent far 
more hours on this than Senator 
MITCHELL would like as he has tried to 
bring parties together to work this out, 
to meet with all of us, and to guide us 
through it. It has been a very, very dif
ficult time. It is, at best, a partial vic
tory. 

We have all shown a responsibility 
that this country, the greatest country 
on Earth, the most powerful nation on 
Earth, leader of the democratic world, 
the responsibility this Nation has and, 
notwithstanding the disappointment of 
the individual Senators, to make sure 
we fulfilled our responsibilities as U.S. 
Senators. 

SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARD
ING LOAN GUARANTEES FOR 
REFUGEE RESETTLEMENT IN IS
RAEL 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG] is to be 
recognized to offer a resolution regard
ing the Israeli loan guarantees. 

Under the order, there will be 2 hours 
of debate on the resolution equally di
vided and controlled in the usual form, 
with an additional 1 hour controlled by 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD] and 10 minutes controlled by the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. DECONCINI]. 

The clerk will now report the resolu
tion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 277) expressing the 

sense of the Senate regarding loan guaran
tees for refugee resettlement in Israel. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey is recognized. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the fact that we have 
achieved an agreement on dealing with 
this problem, on making sure that 
those who want to be heard are heard. 

It seems that there is a time pres
sure. Our friends on the other side of 
the aisle have a function that they 
would like to attend. Perhaps we can 
collapse the time and get an earlier 
vote. 

The time is separated, Mr. President, 
to be perfectly clear, into three blocks. 
If I may restate that just for the 
record, the proponents and the oppo
nents have 2 hours equally divided; 
that the chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee has an hour to be 
managed and dealt with by himself; 
that the Senator from Arizona has 10 
minutes included in the UC that he will 
deal with himself. 

Is that the situation? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Jersey is correct. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

want to be sure that we appropriately 
identify the list of cosponsors, of 
course, including myself, Senator KAS
TEN, Senator DECONCINI, Senator 
INOUYE, Senator METZENBAUM, and 
Senator D' AMATO. That is followed by 
chairman of the Subcommittee on For
eign Operations Appropriations, Sen
ator LEAHY, Senator DODD, Senator 
CRANSTON, Senator GRAHAM, Senator 
WOFFORD, Senator DURENBERGER, Sen
ator MIKULSKI among the approxi
mately 30 cosponsors. I ask unanimous 
consent to print in the RECORD, these 
original cosponsors. 

There being no objection, the origi
nal cosponsors were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Leahy, Dodd, Cranston, Graham, Wofford, 
Durenberger, Mack, Mikulski, Simon, Gor
ton, Bradley, Adams, Harkin, Warner, Ken
nedy, Akaka, Bob Kerrey, Hatch, Wirth, 
Robb, Moynihan, Specter, Levin, Pressler, 
Murkowski, Nickles, Brown, Mitchell, 
McConnell, Packwood. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
this resolution is straightforward. It 
simply puts the United States Senate 
on record in support of loan guarantees 
to Israel for refugee absorption. 

Earlier today, the Senate considered 
the continuing resolution on foreign 
aid and that passed, as it was expected 
to. I am sorry that that bill did not in
clude loan guarantees for Israel. But 
due, as we heard from several speakers, 
to the administration's objection, it 
did not. 

Mr. President, I met for many hours 
over these last few days with col
leagues in the Senate exploring various 
options on this critical issue. We went 
through them one by one and they all 
led to one unalterable conclusion. Re
grettably, that would be a Presidential 
veto. I am sorry and dismayed by the 
administration's absolute refusal to 
work out a compromise on loan guar
antees for Israel. 

I think the administration was dis
ingenuous in its negotiations with the 
Israelis and Congress on this issue. I 
am not convinced that the administra
tion ever wanted to work out a com
promise on loan guarantees. I am not 
convinced that it has been negotiating 
in good faith either. 

That is a tragedy for the Soviet 
emigres who went to Israel in des
perate need of our assistance. It is not 
a big secret that I think the adminis
tration was absolutely wrong to link 
loan guarantees with the settlements 
issue. The settlements issue should 
have been dealt with at the peace 
table, unencumbered by any tilt or any 
leverage that the administration want
ed to apply against Israel. 

I have stated time and time again 
since September: The President cre
ated an issue where none existed. At 
that time, President Bush threw down 

the gauntlet. He said, "No loan guaran
tees unless there is a freeze on settle
ments." No one asked him to do that. 
No Arab country demanded it. The 
President acted unilaterally and, in my 
view, incorrectly. 

That was a bad policy decision. Loan 
guarantees are a humanitarian issue. 
Soviet refugees need absorption assist
ance. 

For years, the United States fought 
for the right for Soviet Jews to emi
grate. We put our prestige and our 
trade benefits on the line for that pol
icy. For years, there was not a high
level meeting between an American 
and Soviet Union official that took 
place in which the issue of unfettered 
emigration was not raised. There was 
not a Soviet official who did not know 
that MFN, most-favored-nation trading 
status, was inextricably linked to free 
emigration for Soviet citizens. And 
now Soviet Jews are emigrating in un
precedented numbers. We won the bat
tle on free emigration. At the same 
time, we have limited the number of 
Soviet refugees who can come to the 
United States. I believe that we have a 
moral obligation to help resettle these 
people from the former Soviet Union; 
these refugees who seek freedom. The 
administration is wrong to hold them 
hostage to a policy over which these 
people have absolutely no control. 

The need in Israel for absorption as
sistance could not be greater. Over 
400,000 new immigrants arrived in Is
rael since late 1989. The population has 
been boosted by nearly 10 percent, and 
it is expected that it will increase by 
more than 20 percent. Can you imagine 
the United States having to absorb 50 
million new residents in a period of a 
couple years and the kind of stress and 
strain it would put on our systems and 
on our people? 

Mr. President, by insisting on link
age with the settlements, the adminis
tration has injected the United States 
into the peace negotiations. With the 
exception of Egypt, for the first time in 
four decades, bilateral discussions are 
taking place between Israel and her 
Arab neighbors. Israel is seeking peace 
agreements with Arab countries. She 
wants assurances that they no longer 
stand by what they said when they 
talked about annihilation of the citi
zens of Israel, or driving her into the 
sea. They are hoping that they did not 
mean it when they said war is a con
stant condition for them and Israel. 

Israel and her Arab neighbors dis
agree about many issues. All of these 
issues should be resolved in the context 
of an overall peace settlement in the 
Middle East. Hopefully they will be, 
but not if there are preconditions. 
These deep-rooted differences cannot 
be resolved if the United States de
mands concessions from the Israelis 
outside the peace process and in the ab
sence of concessions from her Arab 
neighbors. 

President Bush miscalculated on this 
point. His policy of linkage is doomed 
to fail. But now he continues to cling 
to this policy. Now, the administration 
reportedly is putting pressure on Euro
pean allies to deny credit guarantees to 
Israel as long as she does not accept a 
settlement freeze. That is a new wrin
kle that does not deserve to be there. 

Israel knows how to make peace. She 
did it at Camp David starting in 1977 
with Egypt. In the name of peace, Is
rael gave back the Sinai and its valu
able oil reserves. She even tore down a 
town that was established; throwing 
the citizens of that community out 
bodily to satisfy her commitment to 
peace. 

By linking loan guarantees to the 
settlements issue, the administration 
has made peace less likely. It has ig
nored fundamental policy differences 
that the United States has with Arab 
countries and sent him the wrong sig
nal. It has emboldened the Arabs. It 
has emboldened terrorism. It ulti
mately makes them less serious about 
negotiating peace. 

Mr. President, the administration's 
unbending position on loan guarantees 
smacks somewhat of hypocrisy. I was 
in Egypt on August 21, 1990. I was the 
first American Senator or Congress 
person to be in the region. I met with 
President Mubarak and his finance peo
ple and his assistants. They said to me 
that it would be of enormous help to 
Egypt if they could simply get a waiver 
on 160 million dollars' worth of interest 
due at that time-a waiver of interest 
due. They asked for nothing more. 

We got back here, and we had a dis
cussion with the President and other 
people from the Congress. I related to 
the President in that meeting what I 
thought the conditions were, and with
in a very short few days there was a re
quest by the White House for 7 billion 
dollars' worth of loans to be forgiven. 

Mr. President, it was not asked for. 
Certainly, it was appreciated. And I 
committed, on behalf of American in
terests, on behalf of protecting the 
word of the United States, that it was 
going to be done. I committed to work 
for it, and stayed on the floor until 6 
o'clock in the morning one day meet
ing with the House in conference as a 
Member of the Senate Subcommittee 
on Foreign Operations, to insist that 
the United States deliver on its word 
and forgive 7 billion dollars' worth of 
loans to Egypt. 

I did it because I thought it was in 
our best national interests. But I must 
tell you, Mr. President, it cost every 
citizen in this country something. 
Every man, woman, and child had to 
pay something to forgive the $7 billion 
of loans that Egypt received. But now, 
when Israel looks for loan guarantees 
that cost nothing, the administration 
says no. And it will not cost the Amer
ican people a dime. 

Mr. President, you heard speeches by 
others that when loan guarantees were 
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sought by some people who are our en
emies, like Iraq, loan guarantees were 
given as a perquisite to try to soften 
their views. 

On May 20, an article in the New 
York Times points to the hypocrisy of 
the issue. According to the article, the 
administration frustrated its own 
criminal investigators' and regulators' 
efforts to examine Iraq's role in a $4 
billion bank fraud scheme in Atlanta 
while it was courting Iraq in 1989 to 
1990. Apparently, Government inves
tigators and regulators tried to per
suade the Agriculture and State De
partments to deny guarantees for $500 
million in loans to the Iraqi Govern
ment once it became clear that high
level Iraqis were involved in the $4 bil
lion bank fraud. 

But the administration prevailed and 
the guarantees were approved. And 
now, according to the article, the 
Iraqis have defaulted on those loans, 
leaving the American people to foot a 
bill of about $500 million for the Iraqis' 
inability or unwillingness to pay. If 
that is not hypocrisy, I do not know 
what is. 

It is ironic, as well, Mr. President, at 
the same time the administration said 
no to loan guarantees, it was dignify
ing Jordan's King Hussein by meeting 
and greeting him here in Washington. 
Mr. President, the American people 
know very well that King Hussein was 
not our friend during the Persian gulf 
war. He was our enemy. He supported 
the President of Iraq, who declared war 
on our allies, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, 
and on the Americans who fought to 
protect those countries. He supported 
the man who is responsible for the 
deaths of American service people. 

At the same time the administration 
denounces Israel · and loan guarantees, 
it has not expressed outrage about the 
fact that Syria's President Assad has 
reportedly decided to press for the lift
ing of U .N. sanctions against Iraq, or 
the fact that Syria has reportedly 
shipped $15 million in petrochemicals 
to Iraq, or the fact that Syria is dis
cussing an oil deal with Iraq that 
would allow Saddam Hussein's govern
ment to pump crude oil through Syria 
to the marketplace. 

Of course, the administration has a 
lot to say about loan guarantees to a 
good friend and dependable ally for 
more than four decades: It says no. Mr. 
President, sadly for the refugees who 
plead for our help, the administration 
has dug in its heels and has refused to 
work with the Congress in good faith. 
At a time when those refugees are 
looking for compassion, the hearts of 
those at the White House have hard
ened. 

It is my desire that the Senate will 
come back to this issue and that we 
will approve loan guarantees one day 
in the near future. Refugees should not 
become pawns in an international dip
lomatic chess game. 

Mr. President, we do not have to look 
back very far for reaffirmation of the 
alliance that exists between this coun
try and a dependable ally and good 
friend, the State of Israel. Look at the 
votes in the United Nations and you 
will see that Israel, almost without 
fail, always votes on behalf of the 
American view and American interests. 
Yet, America was more critical of Is
rael over an issue than we were of Sad
dam Hussein, using more strident lan
guage, more critical by a large meas
ure than at any time we had been with 
Saddam Hussein. 

Thank God, Mr. President, that in 
1981 Israel had the skill, the courage, 
and the determination to knock out 
that nuclear reactor in Iraq because, 
otherwise, the toll for the Persian Gulf 
war would have been significantly 
greater. First of all, lives. We could 
have lost thousands of our young peo
ple in that war if Saddam Hussein had 
developed that nuclear capability. And 
he did not need a nuclear bomb. All he 
needed was nuclear artillery. 

I discussed earlier today that the 
force of nuclear shells was, in some 
cases, equal to the bombs we dropped 
in World War II when I fought, and 
those that were dropped on Nagasaki 
and Hiroshima. 

If those weapons had been in Saddam 
Hussein's hands, there would have been 
no question about his determination to 
use anything he darned well pleased. 
He used gas on innocent Kurds-men, 
women, and children-and it never 
bothered him one bit. He never apolo
gized, and has not stopped his assault 
yet-first on the Kurds and then other 
different Moslem factions in the south
eastern part of the country. 

So we have to be grateful that Israel 
had the courage and had the capability 
of destroying that nuclear reactor. 

I remember what the response was in 
Washington in 1981. It was condemna
tion at the White House and applause 
in the Pentagon. They knew very well 
what happened. And Defense Secretary 
Cheney, just a few days ago, talked 
about how significant it was that the 
Israelis had destroyed that nuclear ca
pability when they did, and lost one 
life in the process. They arranged that 
raid at a time-it was a Sunday; I re
member it very clearly-when the 
place was vacant with the exception of 
one poor soul who was on duty that 
day. He lost his life. That was it. 

But when the Iraqis shot back Scuds, 
they did not care that those Scuds 
might strike civilian targets or inno
cent people. 

So there is a lot that we owe Israel. 
There is a lot the Israelis owe us, Mr. 
President, there is no doubt about it, 
but it is a two-way street. 

When we look at what it is going to 
cost and we look at what the American 
people need today, Mr. President, I do 
not have to remind you, or others here 
in the Chamber, of my efforts on behalf 

of writing a surface transportation bill 
that has $150-plus billion to put people 
back to work in this country, to lift 
our economic opportunity, to make us 
more competitive, to conform with 
laws that are on the books, like the 
Clean Air Act, and to relieve us of a de
pendency in some measure from for
eign oil coming primarily from the 
Middle East. 

We must invest in our society. We 
have to give people some hope. We have 
to provide the job opportunities that 
people so desperately need. Yes. That is 
a primary concern of this U.S. Senator, 
absolutely. 

But this, Mr. President, has nothing 
to do with that. This is an honor com
mitment. This is a moral commitment. 
It is a humanitarian commitment at 
zero cost to the American public. That 
is what we are talking about. 

We ought not to turn our back on 
friends of long standing. 

We suddenly embrace all kinds of 
past enemies. I understand the admin
istration has a program to lend support 
to Eastern Europe, Russia, and other 
republics to get them on their feet. I 
think that it is probably not a bad idea 
to remember that we have an inter
national obligation. But to welcome 
the King of Jordan to the White House 
like an old buddy when he was one of 
the few who stood side by side with 
Saddam Hussein and wanted to destroy 
everything that we were supporting. 

So, Mr. President, it is a sad moment 
that we are facing. Yes. This a resolu
tion. Yes. I hope that every U.S. Sen
ator here will support this resolution 
as part of a moral commitment. It is 
not the same as law. 

Senator LEAHY was right when he 
said it. He also said that it has mean
ing, that this is a very significant, 
symbolic effort that is going to be on 
the record. And when we look at aid in 
the future, it is going to tell us what 
the U.S. Senate thought about these 
loan guarantees. 

We are talking about people; we are 
talking about obligation; we are talk
ing about a great country that always 
honors its obligations, or at least 
should honor its obligations-our coun
try, Mr. President. I hope that we will 
see overwhelming support for this reso-
1 ution. 

Before I relinquish the floor, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CONRAD). Is there a sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient second. 
There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

yield the floor. The President pro tem
pore has the floor, has 1 hour of time to 
be managed by himself. Senator 
DECONCINI, likewise, from Arizona, has 
10 minutes to be managed by himself. 

ISRAELI LOAN GUARANTEES 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I had an 
opportunity to speak on the Israeli 
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loan guarantees yesterday. This was in 
support of the granting of the loan 
guarantees. I wish that was being 
passed today. This is a sense of the 
Senate resolution, which I support. But 
I regret we are not granting humani
tarian help to the emigrating Jews. I 
hope this resolution helps to urge the 
administration to reconsider its posi
tion in opposition to these guarantees. 

It was the late Senator from the 
State of Washington, Henry "Scoop" 
Jackson, who led the fight to condition 
most-favored-nation trade status on 
free emigration. 

Little did we know that this victory 
would come so soon. We do not know 
how long this will last. 

Many of us had fought through the 
years, one family at a time, to estab
lish emigration-like the Besproz
vannys-the daughter of Mr. and Mrs. 
Beinus of Mercer Island, WA. 

I ask unanimous consent to put in a 
series of letters from October 1, 1987, to 
July 25, 1988. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Mr. and Mrs. ARKADI BEINUS, 
Mercer Island, WA . . 

JULY 25, 1988. 

. DEAR MR. and MRS. BEINUS: I am writing 
to you to express my elation upon the Sovi
ets' decision to grant your daughter and her 
family the permission to emigrate to the 
United States. 

I am sure you are awaiting your daughter's 
and her family's arrival with great anticipa
tion. After 12 years of separation, I imagine 
your excitement must be difficult to con
tain! 

I wish you great happiness in your reunion. 
Sincerely, 

BROCK ADAMS, 
U.S. Senator. 

Hon. RONALD REAGAN, 
President of the United States, 

MAY 18, 1988. 

The White House, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As the Summit with 

the Soviet Union approaches, I am request
ing your help to resolve a matter of particu
lar importance to me involving a Soviet re
fusenik family, the Besprozvannys. 

The Besprozvannys live in Leningrad. They 
have been denied permission to emigrate for 
fourteen years. Elena Besprozvanny is mar
ried to Ilya Besprozvanny and is the daugh
ter of Mr. and Mrs. Arkadi Benius of Mercer 
Island, Washington. Elena and Ilya have one 
son, Edward. Soviet officials say the 
Besprozvannys have been denied because of 
"state secrets." The fact is that only Ilya 
Besprozvanny has had any access to possible 
"state secrets" and that was over 18 years 
ago while he was working at the Gedro 
Prebor Institute of Marine Design. Further, 
when Elena and Edward applied for emigra
tion rights without Ilya, their application 
was denied on the basis of "state secrets." 
Elena has worked as a music teacher since 
1970 and Edward has worked in a vegetable 
store. Obviously, their jobs would not have 
exposed them to such secrets. 

During my recent visit to the Soviet 
Union, I had the opportunity to meet with 
the Besprozvannys. I saw the sadness in their 
faces. I heard the desperation in their voices. 
Their only hope is that the pressure exerted 

on the Soviet Union by our government will 
be successful and they will be granted their 
exist visas. As you know, Secretary of State 
Shultz has also had the opportunity to meet 
with both the Besprozvannys and their rel
atives in Washington State, the Beinuses. I, 
along with the family themselves, am very 
grateful for these meetings because they 
have increased the visibility of their case. 

I have been informed that you intend to 
take with you to the Summit a "short list" 
of refuseniks to discuss with General Sec
retary Gorbachev. I am told that this list is 
separate from the State Department list and 
drawn up by members of your immediate 
staff. I implore you to include the 
Besprozvannys on this list. I believe includ
ing them on this list could make the dif
ference in their case. Your discussing this 
case with Gorbachev could be the last push 
necessary to gain approval for their emigra
tion. 

Thank you for your help in reuniting the 
Besprozvanny family; hopefully, we will 
make a difference in this case. Your time 
and attention ls most appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
BROCK ADAMS, 

U.S. Senator. 

MAY 19, 1988. 
Hon. MIKHAIL SERGEYEVICH GORBACHEV, 
General Secretary, Central Committee, Com

munist Party of the Soviet Union, The 
Kremlin, Moscow, U.S.S.R. 

DEAR MR. GENERAL SECRETARY: We are 
writing to you on behalf of the Besprozvanny 
family of Leningrad. Ilya, Elena, and Edward 
Besprozvanny have been attempting to emi
grate for the last 14 years so that they may 
be reunited with their relatives in Washing
ton State. 

Ilya first applied for emigration rights in 
1974, five years after leaving his job at the 
Gedro Prebor Institute of Marine Design. His 
request was rejected and he was told that he 
would be prohibited from leaving for four
teen years after termination of his job, mak
ing him eligible for emigration in 1983. It has 
now been over 18 years since he worked at 
the Gedro Prebor Institute and his requests 
are still being refused. In January of 1988, 
Elena and son Edward applied for exit visas 
alone, without Ilya, and once more their ap
plication was denied. Again, possession of 
"state secrets" was given as reason for de
nial. Since neither Elena or Edward have 
been exposed to "state secrets" I do not un
derstand how this reason could be used to 
deny them the right to emigrate. 

The Besprozvannys, so disheartened by 
their latest denial, have renounced their 
citizenship. While we can understand con
cerns about allowing people to leave who 
hold state secrets, we do not feel the au
thorities handling this case understand the 
full circumstances. For example, we fail to 
understand how Illya, who has not worked in 
a job sensitive to state security for eighteen 
years, could possess any information still 
considered to be a "state secret." Surely, ad
vances in technology have made any knowl
edge Illya gained from that job of little or no 
consequence to the Soviet Union's security. 
Also, Elena has been a music teacher since 
1970 and her son, Edward, works in a vegeta
ble store. These jobs are certainly not jobs 
that would expose either Elna or Edward to 
"state secrets." 

Once again, we urge you to promptly grant 
emigration visas for Ilya, Elena, and Edward. 
Please restore to them their right to emi
grate as agreed to by the Soviet Union in 
various agreements, the Helsinki accords, 
and in the international spirit of goodwill. 

Thank you for your thoughtful and thor
ough consideration. 

Sincerely, 
BROCK ADAMS, 

U.S. Senator. 

OCTOBER l, 1987. 
Commission on OVIR, 
President ANDREI GROMYKO, 
Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R., The Kremlin, 

Moscow, U.S.S.R. 
DEAR MR. GROMYKO: I am writing you out 

of concern for Elena and Ilya Besprozvanny, 
two relatives of a constituent of mine. 

Elena Besprovzvanny is a music teacher 
and Ilya is a marine engineer who has not 
worked in his profession since 1975, the year 
after they began seeking permission to emi
grate to the United States. They have ap
plied for exit visas every six months since 
1974. Their most recent refusal came in 
April, 1987. It is my understanding that offi
cials at the Office of Visas and Registration 
in Moscow have agreed to reconsider the case 
under the auspices of the new commission 
set up by the Supreme Soviet. I respectfully 
request that you do all in your power to ex
pedite consideration of the Besprovzvanny 
case and to see that they are granted the 
permission they seek to emigrate to the 
United States. 

The length this case has been pending is of 
considerable concern to residents throughout 
the state of Washington. The people of Wash
ington State have always sought improved 
relations with the people and government of 
the Soviet Union. In that context, we are 
looking forward to hosting the 1990 Goodwill 
Games as a way of advancing understanding 
between our nations. I sincerely hope that 
this case will be resolved long before th~.m 
and that those Games can reach their full 
potential for bringing our people closer to
gether. 

I appreciate your serious consideration and 
prompt attention to my humanitarian ap
peal on behalf of the Besprozvanny's. 

Sincerely, 
BROCK ADAMS, 

U.S. Senator. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, since en
actment of the Jackson-Vanik amend
ment nearly 20 years ago, the United 
States has stood strongly for free emi
gration. Now we have it. And all that 
has been requested are loan guaran
tees. We had hoped that with the end of 
Operation Desert Storm that it would 
be in the fall of 1991. Now in April 1992 
we still do not have this humanitarian 
aid for the Russian Jews. 

This action is inconsistent with this 
long-standing United States commit
ment which would have been to provide 
loan guarantees to help Israel resettle 
hundreds of thousands of Jews from the 
former Soviet Union. 

The United States helped these peo
ple take the first step on their journey 
to freedom. We have a moral obligation 
not to abandon them now. 

Israel has welcomed these Soviet 
Jews with open arms-offering them a 
better way of life and an opportunity 
to raise their children in the Jewish 
homeland, free from the historic perse
cution of Jews by the Soviet state. 

Faced with the enormous task of ab
sorbing these new immigrants, the Is
raeli Government sought from us 
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loans, not additional aid. Instead, the 
Bush administration turned away. 

Let us remember: We are talking 
about the resettlement of Soviet Jews. 
We are talking about humanitarian as
sistance. And we are talking about 
longstanding U.S. policy-to finish the 
victory of the Jackson-Vanik struggle. 

Mr. President, this is humanitarian 
assistance for a close and valued ally. I 
am profoundly disappointed with the 
administration's intransigence on this 
vital matter. 

I want to commend Senator LAUTEN
BERG for his persistence in this matter, 
and am proud to be a cosponsor of his 
resolution. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the Sen
ator. He is very sincere and he has been 
there for a long time. We appreciate his 
courtesy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. METZENBAUM]. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
am pleased that the Senator from New 
Jersey has indicated he is prepared to 
offer a resolution expressing sense of 
this body in support of loan guarantees 
for Israel. As an original cosponsor of 
this resolution, I rise to speak on the 
subject. 

It is no secret that this resolution is 
not what Senators had hoped to bring 
to the floor. It is not what I had hoped 
would be on the floor. It is a sense-of
the-Senate resolution which expresses 
our view but does not make law. It is a 
symbolic expression by the Senate. It 
is a resolution that recognizes a num
ber of inescapable facts: 

The fact that anything resembling 
foreign aid is extremely unpopular in 
this election year; the fact that the 
foreign aid continuing resolution ran 
out at 12:01 a.m. this morning; the fact 
that the leadership of the relevant 
House committees was not supportive 
of loan guarantees to Israel; the fact 
that the President and the Secretary of 
State have themselves been unwilling 
to publicly support the foreign aid pro
grams that they value so highly, for 
fear of a voter backlash; and the fact 
that the President and the Secretary of 
State have been strongly opposed to 
loan guarantees for Israel as well. 

This resolution recognizes one more 
fact. It recognizes the attitude of the 
Senate and the intent of the Senate 
with regard to loan guarantees. And I 
think it is appropriate that this Senate 
express its view on loan guarantees so 
that the Nation may know, so that the 
world may know, and so that the Presi
dent and the Secretary of State may 
know how deep are our feelings on this 
matter. 

When this resolution comes to the 
floor, it will reaffirm our view that the 
-loan guarantees are good policy: good 

for the United States, good for Israel, 
good for the hundreds of thousands of 
refugees for whom this country has 
fought for so many years. Regrettably, 
the situation right now leaves us with 
few legislative options. 

There is no secret about the votes 
here. There are enough votes in the 
U.S. Senate to add an amendment to 
the continuing resolution which would 
provide for the $10 billion in loan guar
antees. I do not think anybody in this 
body questions that there would be 
more than 51 votes on that question. 

It is an accepted fact that the 
Inouye-Kasten proposal on loan guar
antees had 74 cosponsors when it was 
introduced. But the fact is that we all 
know that even if we passed loan guar
antees and even if the House accepted 
the measure, which is questionable, it 
is a certainty that the President would 
veto it, and he would make the veto a 
politic'al issue. 

This is not a political issue. This is a 
matter of man's concern about his fel
low man, about our concern for the 
people whom Israel has accepted as 
they were escaping from anti-semitism 
and ethnic violence in the former So
viet Union. We would have few legisla
tive options except to send loan guar
antees down to the President to a cer
tain veto. 

Mr. President, I think the President 
somehow believes that by threatening 
the veto, the issue is going to fade 
away. But it is not going to fade away. 
The commitment to human rights that 
this country trumpeted for 50 years, we 
say to the President of the United 
States, is not going to fade away. The 
400,000 Soviet and Ethiopian refugees 
who have fled oppression and landed in 
Israel, and the challenges they face, 
will not fade away. The thousands of 
refugees who continue to arrive in Is
rael each month are not going to fade 
away. 

We attempted to work with the ad
ministration on this issue. When I say 
"we," I mean many Members of this 
body. This resolution represents the 
end of a wearisome road that began 
last September. 

When loan guarantees were origi
nally offered as the Inouye-Kasten pro
posal, President Bush requested a 120-
day delay before Congress took up the 
issue. Congress assented. None of us 
disagreed. If the President wanted a 
120-day delay, if he felt that more time 
was needed, we would agree. Before we 
went out of session, I remember speak
ing to the Secretary of State and sug
gesting that we sit down at an early 
date so that when Congress reconvened 
we might have a package that Congress 
could accept and that the President 
would accept. He suggested that we not 
do that until we reconvened. Senators 
INOUYE and KASTEN had their loan 
measure printed in the RECORD last 
fall, but they did not introduce the leg
islation, as a courtesy to the President. 

I want to say publicly that the ef
forts of Senator INOUYE and Senator 
KASTEN have been absolutely magnifi
cent. They have provided leadership on 
this issue which is incomparable. They 
have stood up and indicated that they 
were uncompromising, that they be
lieved that the $10 billion loan guaran
tees were right, and all of us owe them 
a great debt of gratitude. 

But then time passed. With the new 
year and the expiration of the 120-day 
delay, we began negotiations in good 
faith. Senator LEAHY joined the talks, 
and I will say publicly that he has been 
tireless in seeking a compromise. He 
has probably spent as much time in 
trying to bring about a compromise on 
this matter as almost any other issue 
that he has dealt with since he has 
been in Congress. 

During the negotiations, President 
Bush continued to feel strongly about 
the issue of settlements in the occupied 
territories. So we crafted language 
that deducted a dollar from the guar
antees for each dollar Israel spent in 
the territories. That became known as 
the Leahy-Kasten formula, and those 
of us who are strongly supportive of Is
rael said we would accept that deduc
tion. 

President Bush felt strongly about 
the issue of East Jerusalem-no small 
emotional and religious matter for the 
Jewish community and for Israel, I 
might add. But we agreed that East Je
rusalem would be considered part of 
the occupied territories for purposes of 
the loan guarantees. 

President Bush felt strongly that he 
alone should have discretion to issue 
loan guarantees even after the legisla
tion was passed. So Senators LEAHY 
and KASTEN crafted a compromise that 
gave President Bush his discretion. 

And yet, President Bush was not sat
isfied. It seemed that each new day 
brought a new objection. 

Mr. President, at every step in this 
process, the Government of Israel was 
fully cooperative, and fully under
standing of the policy and political 
needs of our Government. I know, be
cause I, as well as others were in con
tact with the representatives of the 
State of Israel for their response to 
each new condition. Their attitude was 
on of continued cooperation-even on 
some of the more difficult provisions. 

Mr. President, we reached an impasse 
last week. Despite receiving virtually 
everything he requested, President 
Bush turned thumbs down on loan 
guarantees, jeopardizing the entire for
eign aid program in the process. 

Indeed, our foreign aid program is 
without legal authority as of this very 
moment to spend $1. 

Senator LEAHY took the floor last 
week and commented that Bush was 
looking for "capitulation, not com
promise.'' No more incisive words were 
ever spoken on the floor of the Senate. 

Last Thursday, March 26, when it ap
peared that it was a question of con-
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frontation, this Senator felt it still was 
worthwhile trying to find a new ap
proach, some way to come in through a 
different door, rather than just have 
the whole question of the loan guaran
tees or no loan guarantee. 

Mr. President, last Thursday, March 
26, I presented the Secretary of State 
with a final compromise proposal. My 
proposal had nothing to do with loan 
guarantees for the Government of Is
rael. It was an attempt to take a pri
vate sector approach to this problem 
that has vexed the two governments. 

My proposal would have established 
an enterprise fund for Israel within the 
Overseas Private Investment Corpora
tion, more generally known as OPIC. 
The fund would identify private United 
States, Israeli, or joint venture con
cerns interested in investing in Israel. 
The Government of Israel would be re
quired to issue a guarantee for 100 per
cent of the value of the investments. 
Then, OPIC would be authorized to 
issue a guarantee to U.S. banks in 
order to raise the necessary capital. 
OPIC would be authorized to issue up 
to $2 billion in such guarantees for this 
enterprise fund through the end of fis
cal year 1994. 

The State of Israel would have been 
behind those guarantees. And, as is 
well known, Israel has never defaulted 
on any of its debt obligations. 

Mr. President, there would have been 
no loan guarantee, virtually no risk to 
the U.S. taxpayer, and a new private 
sector avenue for the U.S. Government 
to stimulate American business oppor
tunities abroad. 

The language even provided these 
new corporations would be obligated to 
buy their materials and products from 
the United States. Every effort was 
made to make it a pro-American busi
ness type of proposal, with the State of 
Israel standing behind the guarantees 
and with the hope and expectation that 
those American businesses involved in 
Israel would seek United States suppli
ers for goods and services they needed. 

But President Bush turned thumbs 
down on this proposal, as well. 

Mr. President, this has been a long 
and tiring road indeed. This is a dis
appointing day, a disheartening day. 
Our entire foreign aid apparatus has 
ground to a halt over this issue. 

I understand the President's concerns 
about settlements, about discretion, 
and about east Jerusalem-although I 
do not agree with him. 

The Congress understood the Presi
dent's concerns, and the Congress ac
commodated the President at each and 
every step along the way. 

Yet the President was not listening. 
The former Soviet Union is collapsing, 
Yugoslavia is in flames, China contin
ues on as a repressive enigma, and yet 
our President is fixated on construc
tion in the West Bank. 

Mr. President, I am truly dis
appointed. Looking back over the past 

6 months, I wonder if President Bush 
ever had any inclination at all to move 
forward. I wonder if our foreign policy 
has not become just a chip in a coolly 
calculated political game. 

I regret that we could not reach 
agreement in time for this continuing 
resolution. I look forward, however, to 
continuing our discussions on this 
issue. I am committed, the Senate is 
committed, to seeing this country live 
up to its commitments. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a draft of the OPIC proposal 
that I shared with Secretary Baker be 
printed in the RECORD at this point, as 
well as a summary of the language. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as fallows: 
MEMORANDUM-DRAFT LEGISLATION CREATING 

ISRAEL ENTERPRISE FUND, MARCH 26, 1992 
The following is a summary of the prin

cipal provisions of the attached draft legisla-
tion (draft of 3123192), authorizing the issu
ance of $2 billion in loan guarantees to sup
port the creation of the Israel Enterprise 
Fund. 

1. Establishment of Fund; Issuance of U.S. 
Guarantees: The legislation would establish 
the Israel Enterprise Fund, and authorize 
the issuance of $2 b1llion in loan guarantees 
from the United States, acting through the 
Overseas Private Investment Corporation 
("OPIC"). The entire amount of the loan 
guarantees would be available immediately, 
and could be used in their entirety through 
the end of the U.S. fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1993; if any portion of the $2 bil
lion in guarantees is not used during that pe
riod, the remainder would be carried for
ward, and available for use in the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1994. The purposes for 
which the Fund is being formed are set forth 
in paragraph (a)(l), and include the pro
motion of U.S. private investment in Israeli 
companies, projects, or infrastructure, the 
support of joint ventures by U.S. and Israeli 
firms, the purchase of U.S. goods and serv
ices for export to Israel, and the encourage
ment of privatization in Israel and the devel
opment of the Israeli private sector. 

2. Terms of Loans; Government of Israel 
Guarantee: The standard loan terms author
ized by the legislation would be similar to 
those of the AID program, including 30-year 
term, payment of interest only in the first 
ten years, and level payments of principal 
and interest in the last 20 years. Loans hav
ing different terms would also be permitted, 
as long as the loans issued in a single trans
action would, in the aggregate, have sched
uled debt service equal to that of the stand
ard loans. The legislation would permit the 
issuance of loans directly guaranteed to in
vestors by OPIC, or through a trust, and 
would permit the issuance of zero coupon ob
ligations. 

The borrower under the loans would be the 
Fund. The legislation provides that, in addi
tion to the OPIC guarantee, the loans bor
rowed by the Fund would be guaranteed by 
the Government of Israel ("GOI"). The GOI, 
under those guarantees, would have the first 
obligation to pay any loan amounts not paid 
by the Fund. OPIC would be required to pay 
only those amounts that are not paid by ei
ther the Fund or the GOI. The legislation 
recognizes the principle of subrogation, 
under which the Fund would be obligated to 
repay to the GOI and OPIC any amounts paid 
under their respective guarantees. 

3. Eligible Investors and Projects: The 
Fund may provide financing to eligible in
vestors in the form of loans, grants, guaran
tees, equity investments, and otherwise. The 
investors eligible for financing from the 
Fund include U.S. persons and entities; cer
tain foreign companies wholly owned by U.S. 
persons; U.S.!Israeli joint ventures; and Is
raeli entities provided that at least 50% of 
the goods and services (determined on the 
basis of cost, including shipping costs) to be 
used in the proposed project would be of 
United States origin. The projects to be fi
nanced would include any projects designed 
to support the purposes described in para
graph (a)(l) of the legislation. 

4. Administration of the Fund: The Fund 
would be governed by a six-member board of 
directors, comprised of three U.S. citizens 
and three Israelis. The chairman of the Fund 
would be one of the U.S. directors, and the 
president and chief executive officer would 
be one of the Israeli directors. It is expected 
that the Fund would retain professional ad
visors, managers and consultants, and would 
employ such personnel as the Board of Direc
tors may consider necessary. 

The Board of Directors would have com
plete discretion regarding the timing and 
terms of the loans to be taken out by the 
Fund, the projects to be financed by the 
Fund, and other matters, except that funds 
could only be borrowed when the GOI gives 
notice that it is prepared to issue its guaran
tee. Decisions of the Board of Directors 
would be made by majority vote. The Board 
would also establish the terms and condi
tions of any financing provided by the Fund; 
the legislation contemplates that the Fund 
would become self-supporting, through the 
charging of fees, royalties, interest and oth;~r 
charges in connection with the projects fi
nanced. 

5. Miscellaneous: ·Projects financed by the 
Fund may be conducted only in the geo
graphic areas which were subject to GOI ad
ministration prior to June 5, 1967. The Fund 
will be required to publish an annual report, 
describing the Fund's operations, finances, 
and accomplishments during each year. The 
fees charged for the OPIC loan guarantees 
will be payable by the Fund, in an amount of 
$20 million, and the legislation provides that 
such fees will be the only fees chargeable in 
connection with the program. · 

Add as new section 231B (22 U.S.C. §2191b) 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: 
SEC. 231B ENTERPRISE FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-
(1) During the period beginning on April 1, 

1992 and ending on September 30, 1994, the 
Overseas Private Investment Corporation 
(hereinafter referred to as the "Corpora
tion") shall issue guarantees against losses 
incurred in connection with loans to the Is
rael Enterprise Fund, created under sub
section (c) of this section (hereinafter re
ferred to as the "Enterprise Fund"), to pro
vide economic assistance in connection with 
the extraordinary costs occasioned by Isra
el's humanitarian undertaking to resettle 
and absorb Soviet and Ethiopian refugees, to 
promote the economies of Israel and the 
United States through investment by United 
States persons and entities in Israel (includ
ing, without limitation, investment in Is
raeli companies, projects or infrastructure), 
through joint ventures between United 
States and Israeli firms and through the pur
chase of United States goods and services for 
export to Israel, and to encourage privatiza
tion in Israel and the development of the Is
raeli private sector and capital markets. 
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(2) As a condition to the issuance of the 

loan guarantees referred to in the preceding 
paragraph, the Government of Israel shall 
unconditionally guarantee the repayment of 
100 percent of the principal and interest pay
able on such loans, upon terms which provide 
for prior recourse to the Government of Isra
el's guarantee before payment is required 
under the guarantees issued by the Corpora
tion. Payments under the guarantees issued 
by the Corporation shall be required only to 
the extent that both the Enterprise Fund 
and the Government of Israel have failed to 
make payments required under such loans. 
In addition, the Government of Israel shall 
unconditionally guarantee to the Corpora
tion the repayment of any amounts that the 
Corporation may be required to pay under 
the terms of such loan guarantees. 

(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF LOAN GUAR
ANTEES.-

(1) The total principal amount of guaran
tees which may be issued by the Corporation 
under this section shall not exceed 
S2,000,000,000. The total amount of guarantees 
authorized hereunder shall be made available 
during the period from April 1, 1992 through 
September 30, 1993, except that, in the event 
that less than S2,000,000,000 of guarantees is 
issued in such period, the authority to issue 
the balance of such guarantees shall be 
available in the fiscal year ending on Sep
tember 30, 1994. Each guarantee issued by the 
Corporation under this section shall guaran
tee 100 percent of the principal and interest 
payable on such loans. Loan guarantees shall 

· be made in such increments as the Enter
prise Fund shall request, following notifica
tion by the Government of Israel of its readi
ness to issue its guarantee for such incre
ment. The guarantee for each such incre
ment shall be obligated and committed by 
the Corporation within 30 days of the request 
therefor, and the issuance of the guarantee 
for each such increment shall occur within 60 
days of such request, unless a later date is 
selected by the Enterprise Fund. 

(2) Guarantees, once issued by the Corpora
tion hereunder, shall be unconditional and 
fully and freely transferable. 

(3) Guarantees issued by the Corporation 
pursuant to this section shall constitute ob
ligations of the United States and the full 
faith and credit of the United States of 
America is hereby pledged for the full pay
ment and performance of such obligations. 

(4) The standard terms of any loan or in
crement guaranteed by the Corporation 
under this section shall be 30 years, with 
semiannual payments of interest only over 
the first 10 years, and with semiannual pay
ments of principal and interest, on a level
payment basis, over the last 20 years thereof, 
except that the guaranteed loan or any in
crements issued in a single transaction may 
include obligations having different matu
rities, interest rates, and payment terms if 
the aggregate scheduled debt service for all 
obligations issued in a single transaction 
equals the debt service for a single loan or 
increment of like amount having the stand
ard terms described in this sentence. Neither 
the Corporation nor the Government of Is
rael, as guarantors, shall have the right to 
accelerate any guaranteed loan or increment 
or to pay any amounts in respect of the guar
antees issued other than in accordance with 
the original payment terms of the loan. For 
purposes of determining the maximum prin
cipal amount of any loan or increment to be 
guaranteed under this section, the principal 
amount of each such loan or increment shall 
be-

(A) in the case of any loan issued on a dis
count basis, the original issue price (exclud
ing any transaction costs) thereof; or 

(B) in the case of any loan issued on an in
terest-bearing basis, the stated principal 
amount thereof. 

(6) Projects financed by the Enterprise 
Fund shall be conducted only in geographic 
areas which were subject to the administra
tion of the Government of Israel prior to 
June 5, 1967. 

(C) ESTABLISHMENT OF ENTERPRISE FUND.
(1) to mobilize and fac111tate the participa

tion of United States private capital and 
skills in the development of the Israeli pri
vate sector, there is hereby established the 
Israel Enterprise Fund (the "Enterprise 
Fund"). The proceeds of the loans authorized 
to be made under subsection (b) of this sec
tion, net of all related financing expenses in
cluding the fees required under subsection (f) 
of this section, shall be used by the Enter
prise Fund for the purposes provided herein. 

(2) In carrying out the purposes set forth 
herein, the Enterprise Fund shall undertake 
to make available loans, grants, guarantees, 
equity investments, feasibility studies, tech
nical assistance, training, insurance, and 
other measures as it deems appropriate, to 
eligible investors, as defined in paragraph 
(3), taking into account in its financing oper
ations the economic and financial soundness 
of projects. All income and receipts of the 
Enterprise Fund (other than the proceeds of 
loans guaranteed hereunder but including in
come from the temporary investment of such 
proceeds), after payment of administrative 
and financing expenses, shall be used for the 
repayment of loans guaranteed hereunder, 
including the repayment of any amounts 
which may have been paid under the guaran
tees issued by the Corporation or the Gov
ernment of Israel. 

(3) "Eligible investor" means (A) United 
States citizens; (B) corporations, partner
ships, or other associations, including non
profit associations, created under the laws of 
the United States, any state or territory 
thereof, or the District of Columbia, and sub
stantially beneficially owned by United 
States citizens; (C) foreign corporations, 
partnerships or other associations wholly 
owned by one or more United States citizens, 
corporations, partnerships or other associa
tions, provided, however, that the eligibility 
of any such foreign corporation shall be de
termined without regard to any shares, in 
aggregate less than five per centum of the 
total of issued and subscribed share capital, 
held by other than United States citizens; 
(D) a joint venture undertaken by one or 
more of the entities described in subpara
graphs (A) to (D) of this paragraph and one 
or more Israeli citizens, corporations, part
nerships or other associations; (E) Israeli 
corporations, partnerships, or other associa
tions, including nonprofit associations, pro
vided that at least 50% of the goods and serv
ices (determined on the basis of cost, includ
ing shipping costs) to be used in the project 
proposed to be financed by an entity de
scribed in this clause (E) will be of United 
States origin. 

(4) The Enterprise Fund shall be governed 
by a Board of Directors comprised of six 
members (or such larger number as may be 
determined by the Board of Directors), in
cluding an equal number of private citizens 
of the United States and citizens of Israel 
who have demonstrated experience and ex
pertise in those areas of private sector devel
opment in which the Enterprise Fund is in
volved. The United States members of the 
Board of Directors shall be appointed by the 
Overseas Private Investment Corporation 
and the Israeli members shall be appointed 
by the Government of Israel. The Chairman 

of the Fund shall be appointed by the Over
seas Private Investment Corporation from 
among the United States members of the 
Board, and the pr~sident and chief executive 
officer of the Fund shall be appointed by the 
Government of Israel from among the Israeli 
members of the Board. 

(5) The Board shall act as an independent, 
non-governmental body, solely for the pur
poses of the Fund. The Fund shall retain 
such professional advisors, fund managers, 
consultants and hire such personnel as the 
Board may determine. The Board, acting by 
majority vote, shall have the exclusive au
thority to take such actions as may be nec
essary or advisable to carry out the purposes 
of this Act, including to: 

(A) establish the annual budget of the 
Fund, including provision for the payment of 
reasonable administrative and operating ex
penses; 

(B) adopt rules defining the policies, orga
nization and procedures of the Fund; 

(C) establish the timing and terms of Fund 
borrowings pursuant to this section and the 
timing and terms of any other financing to 
be obtained by the Fund; 

(D) approve projects to be financed by the 
Fund; 

(E) pay the Fund's administrative and op
erating expenses; and 

(F) prepare the annual report required by 
subsection (e) of this section. 

(6) Nothing in this section shall be con
strued to make the Enterprise Fund an agen
cy or establishment of the United States 
Government, or make the officers, employ
ees, or members of the Board of Directors of
ficers or employees of the United States for 
purposes of title 5 of the United States Code. 

(7) The Enterprise Fund may provide as
sistance pursuant to this subsection only for 
programs and projects which are consistent 
with the purposes set forth in paragraph (1) 
of this subsection. 

(8) The terms of any financing provided by 
the Enterprise Fund shall be determined by 
the Board of Directors, and shall include 
such fees, royalties, interest and other 
charges as the Board may deem necessary in 
order for the Enterprise Fund to pay its op
erating, administrative and financing ex
penses, including the repayment of any loans 
guaranteed hereunder and the repayment of 
any amounts which may have been paid 
under the guarantees issued by the Corpora
tion or the Government of Israel. 

(9) The Enterprise Fund, including its fran
chise, capital, reserves, surplus, advances, 
intangible property, and income, shall be ex
empt from all taxation at any time imposed 
by the United States, by any territory, de
pendency, or possession of the United States, 
or by any State, the District of Columbia, or 
any county, municipality, or local taxing au
thority. 

(d) PROCUREMENT OF U.S. GoODS.-Congress 
expects that raw materials and equipment 
used in connection with projects financed by 
the Enterprise Fund pursuant to this section 
shall be purchased from the United States to 
the extent that suitable materials or equip
ment are not available in Israel. 

(e) ANNUAL REPORT.-The Enterprise Fund 
shall publish an annual report, which shall 
include a comprehensive and detailed de
scription of the Fund's operations, activities, 
financial condition, and accomplishments 
under this section for the preceding fiscal 
year. This report shall be published not later 
than January 31 each year, beginning in 1993. 

(f) FEES.-Fees charged for the loan guar
antee program under this section shall be an 
aggregate origination fee of S20 million, pay-
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able by the Enterprise Fund on a pro rata 
basis as each guarantee for each loan or in
crement is issued. Such fees may be financed 
as part of the loans or increments guaran
teed hereunder. Except for the fees provided 
herein, no other fees or charges shall be pay
able to the Corporation in connection with 
the loan guarantee program. 

(g) SUBSIDY APPROPRIATION.-The loan 
guarantees authorized hereunder for fiscal 
year 1992 and for each of the two succeeding 
fiscal years shall be made available without 
need for further appropriations of subsidy 
cost as the fees required to be paid by the 
borrower under subsection (f) of this section 
reduce the subsidy cost to zero. 

(h) NON APPLICABILITY OF OTHER LAWS.
The loan guarantees authorized to be issued 
hereunder may be made available under the 
terms and conditions specified in this sec
tion notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, rule, regulation or practice. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I rise 
today as a cosponsor of this resolution 
on loan guarantees to Israel which will 
shortly be before this body. We ·should 
approve loan guarantees without delay 
to let the Israelis move forward in 
their challenging humanitarian task of 
absorbing hundreds of thousands of ref
ugees. 

There is an urgent need in Israel-a 
need we can and should help meet im
mediately. We have witnessed truly re
markable events in the past several 
years in this world of ours. 

Who could have predicted that hun
dreds of thousands of immigrants from 
the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, and 
Ethiopia would flood Israel over the 
course of a few years? 

As cochair of the congressional cau
cus for Ethiopian Jewry, and as a long
time advocate for freedom for Soviet 
Jews, I feel a great moral imperative to 
help this historic immigration succeed. 

These loan guarantees should be con
sidered on their own merit. President 
Bush argues that extending loan guar
antees to Israel will jeopardize the 
peace process. As a staunch supporter 
of these ongoing talks, I do not believe 
such a linkage exists. There certainly 
is no evidence that the opposition of 
the Bush administration to the loan 
guarantees has improved the attitude 
of Palestinians and Arabs toward the 
peace process. The Bush administra
tion is playing rank domestic politics 
with this issue, and dangerous inter
national politics with the peace proc
ess. 

From a financial point of view, it 
should be noted that Israel, even in 
times of war, has never missed a debt 
payment. We can only believe that 
given the infusion of talent the new 
immigration brings, the country can 
only thrive and meet its obligations. 

For 20 years, the United States made 
human rights in the U.S.S.R. a corner
stone of our foreign policy. Democrats 
and Republicans alike united on the 
issue of freedom for Soviet Jews. 

We should recognize that there . are 
natural problems of adjustment and ab
sorption in the lands where they go. 
Now we should recognize that we can-

not ignore these problems. We have an 
obligation to help resolve them. We 
should join in this celebration of free
dom. The United States of America 
should rejoice in this great victory for 
a cause in which bipartisan support 
here has resulted in the chains of op
pression being broken there. 

Today, the task before us is that of 
helping to ensure that the fruits of our 
victory are realized. I cannot think of 
a more rewarding opportunity for our 
country to make good on a historic 
promise to a long-term friend and ally. 

I urge support of this resolution. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise to 

speak in support of the sense-of-the
Senate amendment offered by my col
league from New Jersey, Senator LAU
TENBERG. 

I think there are several questions 
here. No. 1, how much risk is the Unit
ed States taking if we provide the loan 
guarantees? And here, up to this point, 
Israel has not reneged on a single 
pe·nny that has been owed to the United 
States. So the loan guarantees do not 
pose any great risk to the United 
States. 

The second question is: If we move 
ahead with this, does this, in any way, 
impair the peace process in the Middle 
East? I think it is essential for Israel, 
for the Arab countries, and for peace 
and stability in that area of the world, 
that we resolve this thing peacefully, 
and I do not see this is an impairment 
to that in any way. 

The third question is: If we approve 
the Lautenberg amendment, does this 
mean that we approve of all of Israeli 
policy? Obviously, it does not. I happen 
to disagree with Israel on the settle
ments question. But, Mr. President, we 
have an obligation. We pushed the So
viet Union to let these people go free, 
but we said that we are only going to 
let so many come in here. These people 
who have emigrated from the Soviet 
Union-what was the Soviet Union
now are welcomed into Israel. Can we 
simply say, "sorry, we have no respon
sibility whatsoever here?" I think not. 
My hope is that we will agree to the 
Lautenberg amendment and agree to it 
overwhelmingly. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I am a 

proud cosponsor of the resolution of
fered by the distinguished Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG]. I 
find it enormously unfortunate that we 
find ourselves where we are today. If 
we had passed the foreign operations 
bill last fall and included the loan 
guarantee program extended out over a 
5-year period then it would have passed 
in a second. It should have been passed 
then and been done with. 

We would have passed the loan guar
antees because we all know of the his
toric commitments that this Senate 
and the House of Representatives have 

made to Soviet Jewry. In the 1970's my 
wife and I were involved in a number of 
delegations to the Soviet Union, in
cluding one with Congressman Vanik, 
the father of the Jackson-Vanik 
amendment. 

We were in the Soviet Union about 3 
weeks before the Soviet invasion of Af
ghanistan. At that time the window 
was opening and we were beginning to 
get positive responses from the Sovi
ets. There were large numbers of So
viet Jews coming out of the Soviet 
Union. Congressman Vanik, was in 
that delegation and had a number of 
negotiations and discussions with the 
Soviet government about continuing 
this process, possibly leading to grant
ing them most-favored-nation status. 

Unhappily, that fall the Soviets in
vaded Afghanistan and the wall went 
up again. After that we had this brutal 
confrontation over a period of time at 
an enormous cost to tens of thousands 
of people, extremely brave individuals 
to whom the ideals of America and the 
promise of America had been laid out 
in no uncertain terms. 

Those were very moving times for so 
many of us as we saw the remarkable 
bravery and consistency of a small 
group of people, embattled as they 
were, looking to us in the United 
States, for purpose and reinforcement. 
their ideals were, in fact, based in all 
that the United States of America 
stands for. 

We have had this obligation for a 
long period of time. We encouraged 
these people to leave and they are now 
fortunate enough to be able to do so. 
Our immigration laws are such that 
they cannot all come to the United 
States. We have very tight ceilings on 
immigration and consequently there is 
a vast number of people moving to the 
State of Israel. In the long-term these 
people carry enormous promise for Is
rael. 

If we look at our long-term interests, 
Mr. President, we would be much bet
ter off if we had gotten these loan 
guarantees behind us 6 months ago, so 
that we could now be thinking about 
some · of the incredibly prom1smg 
things that we can do in that region. If 
we did not have this problem sitting 
out there, we could be working on cre
ating for example, a common market 
in the whole Middle Eastern area. If we 
were not part of this engagement, our 
opportunity to establish a comprehen
sive energy policy would be increased, 
giving us greater leverage around the 
world. If we were less dependent on for
eign oil, we would be more able to take 
the kind of brave stance that we ought 
to be taking. There are a whole series 
of things that we can and should be 
doing in the Middle East for our own 
interest and that of the International 
Community. But much of that has now 
been braked by this very unfortunate 
administration position on the loan 
guarantees. 
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We can debate why the administra

tion has chosen to take this position. 
However, I am not sure that I really 
understand the reasoning behind it. I 
have heard the explanation that the 
administration opposition to the loan 
guarantees is connected with the Mid
dle East peace negotiations, but I do 
not really believe it. I do not think 
that the issue of the loan guarantees 
ever came up in the negotiations. I do 
not think that happened. 

Rather, I think there are some other 
political reasons for this. However, it is 
unbecoming and inappropriate for us to 
be pointing fingers and casting stones. 
And I do not want to get into that. I 
just want to speak about my own be
liefs regarding this historic obligation. 

These loan guarantees are an oppor
tunity for us in the United States as 
well. They would not be a huge loan on 
the American taxpayer as some people 
have suggested. Israel, as we know, has 
met all of its obligations in terms of 
past loan guarantees. Those have all 
been met. 

The economic case for these guaran
tees is good. The bulk of this money 
would be spent in the United States 
generating much more income and eco
nomic activity than any costs con
nected with guaranteeing these loans. 
The national security case is very good 
in terms of our obligations in the Mid
dle East, and our moral case, it seems 
to me, is very good as well. 

Unhappily, we are in this position 
and we do not have the votes to over
ride a veto. But I think the right deci
sion has been made, given the dynam
ics of this, to avoid a huge confronta
tion which would raise the stakes here 
even higher. Our relationship with the 
State of Israel is better off without 
that kind of confrontation. 

I think we should have dealt with 
this last fall, when we were not in this 
unpleasant political environment in 
which everything appears to be done 
for political reasons and there is very 
little sense of purpose. I would hope 
that our sense of purpose and our rein
forcement of our joint purpose with 
Jews coming out of the Soviet Union 
and our joint purpose with Israel will 
in small part be reinforced by the adop
tion of the Lautenberg resolution. 

I pay tribute to the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTEN
BERG] who has been a bulldog on all of 
this, and I respect enormously his con
sistency and the fact that even when it 
got uncomfortable in various meetings 
I have been in, he was right out there 
on a steady basis. I respect that and I 
wish we, as a country, had shown that 
same kind of dogged determination. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 

the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
awaits the floor and I will not take but 
a minute of time to say thank you to 
my friend and colleague from Colorado. 

His portrayal of the obligation is, as 
I see it, a reminder that this is not 
going to be at the expense of any do
mestic programs. Our people are out of 
jobs. They are frightened when they 
look at the prospects for the future; 
homes disappearing, foreclosures still 
moving at a very rapid rate; despite 
the fact that there is a glimmer of hope 
for recovery, more job layoffs. Sears 
announced a significant layoff. We see 
it as a continuum. 

This is not going to cost the Amer
ican taxpayers anything, unlike the 7 
billion dollars' worth of forbearance 
that we gave Egypt on its loans. 

So I hope that the comments that we 
have heard here will encourage our col
leagues to look at this resolution in 
perspective. If not, Mr. President, this 
is likely going to be an amendment to 
the continuing resolution. 

We are trying to work that out now. 
I appreciate the support and friendship 
of so many, but in particular the Sen
ator from Colorado has been steadfast. 
I appreciate that. I yield the floor. 

Mr. PACKWOOD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, first 

I ask unanimous consent that my name 
be added as a cosponsor of the resolu
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KERRY). Without objection it is so or
dered. 

SETTLEMENTS IN THE WEST BANK 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, we 
have battled for a long time over the 
last 9 months, over a longer period of 
time than that, over settlements in the 
West Bank. No matter what we say 
about this resolution today, behind it 
is a feeling in the administration, I 
think very passionately felt, that there 
is something immoral or illegal or 
wrong with Jews living on what is 
called the West Bank or what histori
cally would have been called Judea and 
Samaria in traditional Old Testament 
history, and if Israel would just give up 
its settlements on the West Bank, then 
peace would come. 

So, with the indulgence of the Chair
man, I would like to go through a bit of 
history, if I might, first from ancient 
times to now, and then lay the case for 
the legitimate right of Jews to settle 
and live in the West Bank. 

First, I want to go back to what 
would have been called historical Is
rael, probably at the zenith of the Jew
ish kingdom at the time of David and 
Solomon, and it included all of that 
which you see in green on this map. 
And because we do not have contem
porary borders, I will simply say that 
what we now call Israel would be noth
ing more than roughly this right in 
here. This part of the green would be 
Jordan. This would be most of Syria, 
some portion of Lebanon. And the lit
tle orange way down here was popu
lated by the Phoenicians, a maritime 
trade people. 

Now that was the zenith of the King
dom of Israel. And you had the heart
land around Jerusalem. If you were to 
draw a circle 20 or 30 miles around Je
rusalem in ancient days that would 
have been the heartland. But you had 
the Jewish settlement in what is now 
Jordan of the 12 tribes. And you had 
significant settlements of Jews in 
other areas more than 30 or 40 miles 
from Jerusalem. But Jerusalem would 
have been the center of the center. The 
West Bank, as we now call it, or Judea 
and Samaria as it was called histori
cally, was certainly a major part of 
historic Israel. 

And then, the kingdom diminished 
and Israel was overcome by other pow
ers, the Babylonians. The Babylonians 
in the 6th century B.C. undertook what 
was probably the first dispersal of the 
Jews, as the Jews congregated were a 
powerful force. So the Babylonians at
tempted to disperse the Jews in these 
areas but were not nearly as successful 
as the Romans. 

The Romans con trolled this area for 
the better part of 600 years. The term 
diaspora, disposing, was when the Ro
mans said the Jews are too much trou
ble and we going to scatter them. And 
they were scattered into what I will 
show to be Iraq, Syria, and Lebanon, in 
an attempt to get them out so that 
they could not cause the Romans trou
ble. 

Indeed, cause them trouble they did. 
Funny, we use the term revolt. When 
we talk about the Maccabees, or talk 
about Masada, or talk about Bar 
Kokba, this was a revolt of people try
ing to reclaim their own land. 

I know nothing in Anglo Saxon law, I 
know nothing in the Judeo-Christian 
religion or law that says you lose your 
land when you are forcibly ejected 
from it against your will. But that is 
what happened. 

And the Jews were dispersed all over 
the Middle East, the diaspora. I know 
that the argument will be made that is 
a long time ago; that is not relevant to 
current day legitimacy. So for purposes 
of argument, I do not rest solely the 
right of the Jews to settle in the West 
Bank on that argument, but I will 
make the claim legitimately that they 
did settle in the West Bank, they would 
have remained in the West Bank, and 
they would be in the West bank today 
had they not been forcibly ejected from 
it against their will . 

Now you go through a long period of 
turmoil in the Middle East, and again 
the claim in terms of legitimacy as to 
who should get what, if you were to 
take a look at the longest effective 
rule in this area, after the diaspora, it 
was the Romans. Brutal, but effective. 
And I have yet to see any claim made 
that Italy should get the West Bank 
because of this long Roman rule. And it 
is ancient history. It is just before and 
just after the birth of the Christ. 

The next longest rule was Turkey. 
Turkey has all of this area and more in 
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roughly 1500 to the end of World War I. 
And then Turkey made the mistake in 
World War I of allying itself with Ger
many. And so Britain and France de
cided in the midst of the war that at 
the end of the war they would take the 
area and divide it up, sort of to the vic
tor belong the spoils, and Turkey chose 
the wrong side. And when it was over 
they were going to take it. And indeed 
they did. Lord Balfour was the Foreign 
Secretary and he very specifically said, 
of the area that we take, we will prom
ise the Jews a homeland. 

And this is the area. It was divided 
between England and France. This very 
dark line along here is called the Pal
estinian mandate. It includes all of 
what is now Jordan and Israel. That 
was all British. Iraq was also British, 
but it was not part of the Palestinian 
mandate. And France took this area 
that became Syria and Lebanon. That 
was ratified by the League of Nations. 
Everybody said this was legitimate. 
They won it fair and square in the war. 
Turkey is out. 

Now, importantly, all during this 
time that the Romans had this area, 
all during the time the Turks had it, 
the Jews were allowed to live in the 
West Bank. There is no serious argu
ment. And despite the fact that the 
Jews had still been dispersed and not 
many had yet returned, the Jews that 
were there and others that did come 
lived in the West Bank and lived as 
freely there as Arabs or anybody else 
did. There was no argument about is 
there any legitimacy to Jews living in 
the West Bank under the Turkish rule 
or under the British mandate after 
World War I. 

Then an unusual thing happened. The 
one Arab ruler that had been dealt out 
after World War I was the grandfather 
of the present King Hussein, the Emir 
Abdullah. He had a good army. The 
best army of any of the Arab forces. 
And he was centered in here. 

Here is Amman, which is the capital 
of present day Jordan. But as there was 
no Jordan at the time, he began to 
move his forces toward Damascus in 
the French sector. And the French said 
to the British: This guy is your prob
lem. And this guy is in your sector and 
we agreed upon the division of this 
land. We get the northern part and you 
get the southern part. As he is come in 
the southern part, you have to do 
something to quiet him. 

So the British created the country of 
Transjordan-trans, across; across the 
Jordan River. Everything east of the 
Jordan River became Transjordan. 

The country had no ethnic back
ground. If you were to trace this bib
lically, historically, or otherwise, you 
could have found no conceivable pre
text for this as a separate country. 

But the Emir did have a good army. 
So the British gave him the country. 
And, as I had said, there had been set
tlements in Jordan of Jews for several 

thousand years. There were Jews living 
there at the time. And on the day this 
country was created in 1921, it was 
closed to Jewish settlement and the 
Jews that were there were expelled or 
worse. 

And that is 80 percent, what you see 
in green, that is 80 percent of the Pal
estinian mandate. Twenty percent of 
the area the British promised to give 
the Jews homeland in, and world Jewry 
never complained. This was created be
cause this was not really the heart
land. The heartland was still in here. 
So Transjordan was created; nobody 
complained. 

Then the British discovered that 
they simply were not liked by anybody. 
They could not keep peace. The Arabs 
did not like them. The Jews did not 
like them. They were having their 
troops and occupation forces beset by 
both sides. I am not going to get in an 
argument here as in the twenties and 
thirties as to who was at fault for 
what. 

But the British could not keep order 
and they were not liked. And the Brit
ish finally decided they were going to 
have to eventually get out. So they 
suggested, finally, in 1937, a partition. 
It was called the Peel Commission. 

Now you see, this is roughly what 
you call present-day Israel. The British 
suggested that the Arabs take all of 
the Negev, the desert in the south, the 
bulk of the West Bank-that the Jews 
get this part in green, and that the 
British would keep Jerusalem and this 
little corridor to the sea. 

If there was a heartland to tradi
tional historical Israel, this was it. 
And Jerusalem at the center. 

So in this partition that the British 
suggested, most of what is the West 
Bank and was traditionally part of 
Judea and Samaria, the Arabs would 
get it. The Jews would not even get 
any part of their historical, religious, 
political center, Jerusalem. 

The Jews agreed to this partition. 
The Arabs did not. And had the Arabs 
agreed, they could have had the West 
Bank, they could have had the Negev, 
its port down here, Aqaba down here 
and the Gulf of Aqaba. They could have 
had all that. They could have had land 
and peace. They chose to turn it down. 

So, in 1938 the Jewish Agency sug
gested a partition. It is not signifi
cantly different than the previous par
tition with one exception, the Jews 
would get the area in green. This was 
the Jewish Agency itself that sug
gested it. The Arabs would get this por
tion in yellow, including a fair portion 
of the West Bank. But in the Jewish 
Agency-suggested plan, Britain would 
keep the Negev. Britain would keep 
this little corridor to the sea, and Jeru
salem would be divided. 

This was the Jews suggesting this. 
They did not ask for the West Bank. 
They did not ask for sovereignty over 
Jerusalem. They did not ask for the 

Negev. They said let the British keep 
it. Let it be determined later. The 
Arabs turned it down when they could 
have had land and peace. 

Then comes World War II, and after 
the war, the Jewish Agency again sug
gests a partition plan in which the 
Jews would take the green. 

Now for the first time it was sug
gested this be part of the State of Is
rael, the Negev, and they would take 
the part all the other partitions had 
given them but still leave the West 
Bank with the Arabs. In this case, Je
rusalem would be an international 
zone-not governed by the Israelis, not 
governed by the Arabs, but an inter
national city. Again the Jews were 
willing to give up the holiest of their 
cities, at least give up their exclusive 
sovereignty over Jerusalem; willing to 
give up the West Bank; and the Arabs 
could have had land and peace, and 
they turned it down. 

Finally, the British said, "We are 
leaving.'' 

By this time, they had the King 
David Hotel blown up by Jewish terror
ists. By this time, they had their sol
diers picked up and hanged and tor
tured. They said "We are leaving. We 
are giving this to the United Nations. 
Let the United Nations do what it 
wants." And the United Nations sug
gested this partition. 

Here, in the Negev-this was not an 
area that people seriously wanted early 
on. It is desert. It is not arable. The 
wonderful, arable part of Israel is up in 
this area. But in this U.N. partition, 
the Arabs got Gaza, the strip along 
here, they got an immense West Bank, 
they got an enclave around Jaffa. And 
the United Nations said we will keep 
Jerusalem as an international zone. 

This was the biggest suggested parti
tion, where the Arabs would have had 
as much land as they got. And the Jews 
would not have gotten Jerusalem. The 
Jews, of course, accepted it. The Arabs 
turned it down. And on May 15, when 
the Union Jack came down, when the 
British just said, "We are leaving," Is
rael was attacked from all sides: from 
Lebanon up here, Syria, Jordan, Egypt 
on this side. How this country survived 
in the 1940's in what is called its war 
for independence I will never know. We 
were not giving them aid. We were then 
not giving them any aid. There was a 
very small, relative to the Arabs, Jew
ish population; and relatively unarmed 
in respect to modern weapons. Every
one thought it was the end of the Jew
ish State as all of this happened. But 
somehow they hung on. 

After a little less than a year, an ar
mistice was signed; not a treaty, an ar
mistice. These are the boundaries, if 
you want to call them that, the armi
stice lines at the end of the 1949 armi
stice. I emphasize again-armistice; 
not a treaty, not a recognition, just an 
armistice. These are the lines that 
were held by the Israeli Defense 
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Forces. Jordan held all of this. They 
held all the West Bank. Jerusalem was 
literally divided. Jordan held half of it 
and Israel held half of it. And these are 
the lines that remain, with the Arabs 
in the West Bank-Jordan in the West 
Bank. This is Israel. And this is now 
Egypt, although Egypt never formally 
incorporated Gaza. They did not really 
want it. They administered it but it 
really was not a part of Egypt, but it 
was held by the Arabs. 

This was the only time during this 
period, 1949 to 1967, the only time in 
history that the Jews were not allowed 
to live on the West Bank. They had 
lived there all during the British man
date-although the British mandate 
only lasted 27, 28, almost 30 years. They 
had been allowed to settle there then. 
They had been allowed to settle there 
during the reign of the Turks for 400-
and-some years. Prior to Turkey it was 
almost a no-man's land and anyone 
could live where they wanted to live. 
The Jews lived on the West Bank. It 
was only when Jordan held this area 
for those 18 years that the Jews were 
verboten from settling there at all. 

At this stage I suppose that, had Jor
dan chosen to do so, a Palestinian state 
could have been created. Jordan in
stead tried to annex it. They wanted to 
make it a legal part of Jordan but the 
only countries that recognized the an
nexation were Pakistan and Great 
Britain. None of the Arab world-Paki
stan, of course, not being an Arab 
country-none of the Arab world would 
recognize it. 

So, up until 1967-and this is after 
the forming of the PLO, and up until 
this time there probably would have 
been an independent state created by 
Jordan or by the Arab League or some
thing. I do not know what Israel would 
have done. During these 18 years, Israel 
made no effort to take the West Bank. 

Now comes a crucial day in this his
tory. We are up into very modern his
tory now. I want to emphasize again 
from the first Peel Commission report 
in 1937 suggesting the division of this 
territory, through the Jewish Agency 
division of 1938, through the Jewish 
Agency di vision of 1946, through the 
U.N. division of 1947, the Arabs could 
have had most of the West Bank; Jeru
salem would have been divided or 
internationalized. Israel never would 
have gotten it all, and the Arabs would 
have gotten land and peace. 

Now we come to the Six-Day War of 
1967. It is only about 9 miles from here 
to the Mediterranean. If you ever stand 
on the bluffs along here, you have a 
sense of how fragile was Israel's exist
ence. 

Jordan still had the best army among 
the Arab countries. Through good in
telligence, partially ours and partially 
that of Israel, Israel learned that the 
Arabs were going to attack them, 
again from all sides, in 1967. 

So in a preemptive strike, Israel's 
Air Force came low across the Medi-

terranean and destroyed, in the areas 
through here, the Egyptian Air Force 
on the ground early in the morning. 
The Egyptian pilots, interestingly, had 
been in their planes every day, every 
morning, waiting for the order to take 
off. They did not want to be caught in 
their barracks. But they were caught 
flatfooted this day and the entire 
Egyptian Air Force was destroyed on 
the ground. 

Just before the strike, but not so 
soon that he could warn his allies, the 
present ruler of Jordan, King Hussein 
was warned just to hold his place. "Do 
not move your troops. Do not try to 
conquer the rest of the Jerusalem. Do 
not try to move on Israel and we will 
not attack you. Hold the West Bank. 
Keep your land and you can also have 
peace." 

But King Hussein could not resist. He 
tried to drive a salient right across 
here and divide Israel north and south 
in an attempt to take the rest of Jeru
salem. But with the Egyptian Air 
Force destroyed, Israel was now in a 
position to turn its air force eastward. 
And in bloody, bloody fighting, Israel 
succeeded, and probably the worst 
fighting taking place in Jerusalem, Is
rael succeeded in putting together 
what is now the state of Israel. 

This is now what I would call the 
state of Israel. For those who think the 
occupation of the West Bank is ille
gal-I do not think it is-but for those 
who say it is, this at least, including 
Gaza now, is the border defended by the 
Israel Defense Force. It is the armi
stice border now. 

And now, for the first time, the argu
ment-not for the first time since 
1967-the argument is being made that 
Israel should give up this land in here. 
And the argument is made that Israel 
is obturate, and that Israel will not 
trade land for peace. The question is 
asked wrong. Israel has been willing to 
trade land for peace. They were willing 
to trade it in 1937, 1946, and 1947, when 
they could have had a treaty; and the 
Arabs turned it down, when they would 
have had land for peace. 

Israel was willing to do it in 1967 by 
telling King Hussein: Hold your posi
tion and do not attempt to invade, and 
Jordan would still have the West Bank 
land and peace. But on every occasion, 
when Israel was willing to accept peace 
and give up land, they got neither. 

So to me, the question should be 
posed really the other way, to the Arab 
countries: Are you willing to guarantee 
peace for land? If any country has ever 
been willing to show that it was willing 
to run the risk for peace by giving up 
land, it is Israel. Not only in all of 
these divisions were they willing to 
give up the West Bank-and I want to 
emphasize again, this is the heartland 
of historic Israel. Not only were they 
willing to say: for the sake of peace, we 
will give up our traditional homeland 
three times in 20 years-the Suez war 

in 1966; and then again in 1967, Israel 
took the Sinai and three times gave it 
back to Egypt, including oil, of which 
Israel has none, in the Gulf of Suez. 
They gave it back and got peace with 
Egypt because a courageous Egyptian 
leader, President Sadat, was finally 
willing to say: This is not worth it. He 
realized that Egypt was the cannon 
fodder. He realized without Egypt, 
there was not going to be a war with 
the other countries. And if Egypt did 
not go to war, that was in their inter
est. 

So they got all their land back and 
Israel gave them a peace treaty. It is 
not as warm a relationship as that 
which we have with Great Britain, the 
special relationship, as we have re
ferred to it so often. But it is better 
than war, and there has been no war 
between Egypt and Israel since that 
treaty was signed; and there will be no 
war between Israel and its Arab neigh
bors so long as that treaty holds. 

But when we now get to the issue of 
the loan guarantees, we have the arro
gance or the presumption to want to 
qualify these loans by saying Israel 
may not use any of this to build settle
ments in the West Bank, to build set
tlements in Judea and Samaria, your 
heartland, because it will endanger 
peace. 

First, Israel's right to live there and 
to build there is as firm and legal and 
moral as any right you can think of. 
And if an American who is not Jewish 
or a Frenchman who is not Jewish can 
go to the West Bank and settle and 
build, then there is no reason why an 
American who is Jewish or a French
man who is Jewish or an Israeli who is 
Jewish should not be allowed to do the 
same thing. 

But scratch all that. The worst mis
take the United States could make 
would be to make the mistake that 
Britain made; and that is to think that 
we know how the land should be di
vided and who should live where or how 
the Jordan River should be divided for 
purposes of irrigation, because the only 
peace that is going to work in this part 
of the world is a peace that is bar
gained by the parties that have to live 
with it. It cannot be imposed from the 
outside. 

It could not be imposed by the Soviet 
Union, before it collapsed, on its Arab 
surrogates if they did not like it. It 
cannot be imposed by the United 
States on Israel if it does not like it. 
Because if the parties that have to live 
with it-Israel and its neighbors-do 
not like it, then the peace will not 
hold. 

And if we try to impose our idea of 
what a peace should be, then we had 
better be prepared to police it with 
250,000 or 500,000 troops, and we had 
better be ·prepared for snipers and 
kidnapings and tortures and barracks 
blown up, like they were in Lebanon 
with several hundred of our marines 
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killed, and we pulled out. We do not 
have the stomach or staying power to 
stay there a quarter of a century. 

What our policy should be is this: Pa
tience and supply. Patience, because 
these peoples in the Middle East have 
lived together for a long period of time, 
the better part of 3,000 years. They 
know each other. They know each oth
er's strengths, weaknesses and foibles, 
and dangers. And if it takes another 10 
or 15 or 20 or 30 or 50 years for peace to 
come, that is not a long time in the 
history of the Middle East. 

One day, there will be another Sadat 
in another Arab country-maybe Syria, 
maybe Saudi Arabia, maybe Jordan
that will step forward and say: Enough 
is enough; let us bargain. 

And then my guess is-and I am not 
suggesting it, because it is not our po
sition to do s~then my guess is that 
Israel will reasonably give up some 
land in the hopes of getting peace. In 
my experience in dealing with leaders 
of the Israeli Government and dealing 
with Israeli citizens themselves, they 
are more willing to run the risk of 
peace and more willing to give up land 
than I would be, given similar cir
cumstances. If I were an Israeli, I 
would hang onto every inch, and I 
would say: I am not giving up so much 
as a grain of sand until I have an irrev
ocable commitment that cannot be 
broken that you will never, never, 
never again invade us. 

So if I can put it succinctly, this 
ought to be the policy of the United 
States and Israel: We seek not to im
pose our system of government on oth
ers. We shall, however, against all 
odds, preserve that system for our
selves. America and Israel, now and 
forever one and inseparable, will sur
vive. And if it be necessary for sur
vival, we will fight. And be assured, if 
we fight, we will win. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want 

to commend Senators LAUTENBERG, 
DECONCINI, D'AMATO, INOUYE, METZEN
BAUM, ·and KASTEN for bringing an im
portant issue before the Senate. I hope 
we will have an opportunity to address 
it and support it. This is with regard to 
loan guarantees with the State of Is
rael. Soviet Jews in Israel deserve and 
need assistance, and we have delayed 
too long in providing it. 

For · decades, the United States has 
made freedom of immigration a prior
ity in our relations with the former So
viet Union. 

I was here when we passed the Jack
son-Vanik program. I had opportuni
ties to visit the Soviet Union four 
times before there was the major 
change on immigration with former 
President Gorbachev. 

I visited Professor Lerner in his 
apartment; with those who were being 

persecuted on the basis of religion. And 
their only desire was to be able to prac
tice their religion, and to be able to 
live with their families; and, they do. 
But when they held those particular 
meetings, the next morning either they 
or their families may very well have 
been picked up and sent out to Sibe
ria-at enormous risk, to themselves 
and to their families, of persecution, 
torture, and even death. 

The United States took a principal 
position at that particular time, and 
now that we see the changed cir
cumstances we are being asked to ad
dress this issue. I believe that we 
should. 

We raised the issue at the highest 
levels of government. We suspended 
normal trading relations over the 
issue. And we supported the courageous 
men and women struggling to win their 
basic human rights. 

And now, just as our goals are being 
achieved, the administration turns 
back, denying Israel's humanitarian re
quest and unconscionably linking this 
well-deserved assistance to the sepa
rate dispute over Israel's settlement 
policy. 

The settlement policy can only be re
solved as part of the peace process. 
Secretary of State Baker deserves 
credit for his persistence in bringing 
the parties together at the negotiating 
table. But the administration is wrong 
to take the 350,000 innocent men, 
women and children who have fled re
pression and anti-Semitism in the 
former Soviet Union and turn them 
into pawns of the administration's at
tempt to wring political concessions 
from Israel on the settlement issue. 

This linkage is irresponsible and un
acceptable. Less than 1 percent of the 
new immigrants have settled in the 
West Bank, Gaza and the Golan 
Heights. For the remaining 99 percent, 
there is no policy dispute whatever. 
Yet they are all being asked to pay a 
heavy price for the controversy over 
settlements. 

The debate over loan guarantees is 
not a theoretical one. The needs in Is
rael are urgent and real. Denying this 
request will increase hardships borne 
by as many as 1 million men, women, 
and children seeking to begin new lives 
in Israel. These difficulties threaten to 
reverse the important gains we have 
made so far. 

Israel faces an increase of one-quar
ter in its population by the middle of 
this decade. If the immigrants are to be 
successfully integrated into Israeli life, 
the international community will have 
to provide assistance. 

It will be as if the United States ab
sorbs some 40 million additional indi
viduals into the United States. Con
trary to public perception, the United 
States is not being asked to provide 
housing loans to Israel. 

Rather, we are simply being asked to 
provide our stamp of approval to Isra
el's efforts to borrow capital on the 
international market. Israel is pre
pared to pay any reasonable expense, 
so the guarantees can be provided vir
tually cost-free to the American tax
payers. 

While we debate whether to lend our 
help to Israel in this monumental task, 
the needs increase for the immigrants. 
Unemployment among the new arrivals 
is over 40 percent, four times the al
ready high rate of unemployment for 
other Israelis. 

Let us also not forget that the United 
States benefits from our close relation
ship with Israel. Twenty percent of all 
Israeli imports are from the United 
States. In 1991, imports from the Unit
ed States totaled $3.3 billion. In the 
next 5 years, Israel is expected to pur
chase as much as $30 billion in Amer
ican goods-items that will provide 
needed benefits and jobs to the United 
States economy. 

The unnecessary controversy sur
rounding this issue has gone on long 
enough. The United States has a re
sponsibility to assist in helping Soviet 
Jews begin their new lives in Israel. 
This resolution sends an important 
message to the administration that the 
Senate of the United States does not 
support any effort to use Israel's new 
immigrants to achieve unrelated policy 
objectives. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution, and I urge the administra
tion to resolve the dispute over Israel 's 
settlement policy by other, more ap
propriate means. The courageous So
viet Jews deserve no less from the 
United States of America. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, we will 
soon be discussing the issue of U.S. pol
icy relative to the extension of loan 
guarantees to the State of Israel. I rise 
with a sense of disappointment, first 
because it is possible that the nature of 
the debate that we will be having is 
over a sense-of-the-Senate resolution, a 
statement of the expectations, the 
hopes, of the U.S. Senate, but not an 
action which will result in U.S. policy. 

I am disappointed that we are not 
today about to establish U.S. policy on 
an important fundamental issue of 
human rights in an area of the world in 
which we have had such a sustained 
role, and as seen within the last few 
months, a role for which we were will
ing to sacrifice American lives. 

I am also disappointed, Mr. Presi
dent, because what we should be having 
today is a celebration, a celebration of 
victory, a victory that has been long 
sought, a victory that is the reward of 
a sustained partnership among the free 
nations of the world, and particularly 
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between the United States of America Mr. President, if I could inject a per
and the State of Israel, a celebration sonal experience, it was in 1988 that I 
which is in our proudest tradition. had the opportunity to share Passover 

From the very beginnings of this seder with the Zelenchonick family of 
country, the words that 'l'homas Jeffer- what was then called Leningrad-now 
son wrote in the Declaration of Inde- St. Petersburg-in the Soviet Union. 
pendence, the United States of America The Zelenchonick family was typical 
has seen itself as a nation who has a of thousands and thousands of families 
universal responsibility for human within the Soviet Union. Mr. 
rights. We were not a parochial coun- Zelenchonick was an acoustical engi
try that looked at its interests around neer. Earlier in his career, he had 
the world strictly from the standpoint worked in the Soviet naval construc
of European realpolitik. We saw our- tion industry, assisting in their efforts 
selves as having a different responsibil- to make their submarines less subject 
ity, a responsibility for fundamental to sonar detection. It was because of 
human liberties, democracy, the free- that that he was considered to hold 
dom of all men and women. state secrets, although it had been 

That standard of the United States in many years since he had worked in 
the world has never been more aggres- that particular application of his 
sively, appropriately, or for a longer acoustical engineering profession. 
period of time demonstrated than as it His wife was an accomplished musi
relates to the issue of the former So- cian; their teenaged son an extremely 
viet Union's treatment of its own Jew- bright young man. Over a period of ap
ish citizens. Until the 1960's, Mr. Presi- proximately 10 years in which the 
dent, the former Soviet Union never Zelenchonick family had indicated its 
recognized the right to emigrate as a desire to emigrate, they had seen their 
legal right, and therefore imposed very lives, which once had hope and promise 
severe restrictions on its citizens, par- and respect and dignity, deteriorate. 
ticularly its. Jewish citizens who had Mr. Zelenchonick lost his academic 
expressed a desire to emigrate. position and was reduced to menial 

As a result of United States pressure, jobs. Mrs. Zelenchonick was denied her 
the Soviets began allowing limited opportunities to perform. Their son 
emigration in the sixties in the name was not allowed entry into the aca
of family reunification. The number of demic institutions appropriate to his 
Soviet Jews who emigrated climbed ability. Year after year, the 
during the early 1970's to a high of Zelenchonick family had been denied 
34,000. At that point, the Soviet Union the right to emigrate to Israel. 
instituted what was known as an edu- As we celebrated that Passover seder 
cation tax, charging those wanting to together, at the end of the service, we 
emigrate the cost of their Soviet edu- stood holding hands and expressed that 
cation. Biblical wish: Next year in Jerusalem. 

The United States response to the For the Zelenchonick family, their 
education tax was the Jackson-Vanik hope was granted. By Passover of 1989, 
amendment, linking most-favored-na- they had been one of the few-soon to 
tion status and Government credit to become many-who were the bene
an opening of emigration by the Soviet ficiaries of a new Soviet policy on emi
Union. Senator Jackson stated on this gration. They were to lead what has be
floor, in support of the amendment come a floodtide, which in 1990 reached 
which bears his name: 180,000 Soviet Jews emigrating to the 

The most dramatic violation of basic State of Israel. 
human rights is the decision to demand a And so, Mr. President, it is in that 
ransom from Jews wishing to leave the So- historical context that we approach 
viet Union. It violates our most deeply held this debate. It is a context of victory. 
convictions about human freedom and dig- We have achieved what we have sought 
nity. I must express my fear that the current 
ransom program, wicked in itself, carries for a quarter of a century in terms of a 
with it the potential to exacerbate anti-Sem- change in Soviet policy. Little did we 
itism in the Soviet Union to an extent and a know that the change in policy was 
depth that we hoped had perished for all soon to be followed by a collapse-and 
time with the collapse of the Third Reich. · now a disintegration and evaporation-

It was in that spirit, Mr. President, of the very political system which had 
that the United States people, through captured, jailed, and imprisoned, so 
their Congress, committed themselves many of its citizens. 
to a linkage of improvement in our re- It was fully to be expected, Mr. Presi
lations with the Soviet Union to the dent, that as part of this celebration, 
Soviet Union allowing its citizens to part of this act of victory, that there 
emigrate. would be some further implications; 

After the adoption of the Jackson- that there would be the need for con
Vanik amendment, Soviet emigration tinued assistance in victory, as there 
dipped again. In the late 1970's, in 1979, had been in the striving to achieve the 
after the completion of the negotia- emigration of the Soviet Jews to the 
tions on SALT II, emigration rose State of Israel; that there would. be the 
again and reached a peak of 51,000 So- need for the United States and other 
viet Jews. During the 1980's, emigra- Western allies' assistance in the transi
tion fell, averaging approximately 1,000 tion of this large number of very tal
Soviet Jewish emigres throughout that ented persons into full participation as 
decade. citizens of the State of Israel. 

It was fully expected that a request 
such as this would be made-and the 
request that has been made is a modest 
one; it was made more than a year 
ago-that the United States would pro
vide not grants, not loans, but loan 
guarantees of $2 billion a year for 5 
years, for a total of $10 billion of loan 
guarantees, in order to facilitate the fi
nancing of the housing, job training, 
job creating, and other necessities of 
the transition of this large population. 

It is a modest request-a request, Mr. 
President, I suggest, that probably 
would have been adopted with the kind 
of act of celebration and enthusiasm 
that I think we should be experiencing 
today, but for Saddam Hussein's inva
sion of Kuwait almost 2 years ago. 

That event froze in place a number of 
United States policies in that region in 
spite of the great restraint shown by 
the State of Israel throughout that 
Persian Gulf war, including the re
straint of not responding to 
unprovoked attacks against civilian 
populations. 

The State of Israel was asked to defer 
its request from the spring of 1991 until 
the fall of 1991. September came. Again 
they were asked to def er this 120 days 
until after the beginning of this cur
rent year, 1992. 

Now, on April 1, 1992, we are faced 
with a political circumstance in which 
delay is being asked yet again. 

The policy that we are being asked to 
adopt, the policy of loan guarantees, is 
fully consistent with actions we have 
taken within this region. We are all 
aware of the fact that recently a vote 
of the Congress provided loan forgive
ness to the State of Egypt of an 
amount almost as much as the loan 
guarantees that are being asked by the 
State of Israel. We forgave large 
amounts of loans to the State of Egypt 
in recognition of their service to the 
cause of the democracies in the Persian 
Gulf war. Yet, for the State of Israel, 
we are unwilling to extend even loan 
guarantees for the natural, expected 
consequence of an action of which the 
United States was a principal cause. 

The context of the decision that is 
being made, a decision of not to move 
forward with the loan guarantees at 
this time, I think has some ominous 
implications. 

One, it has the implications that we 
are linking loan guarantees and poten
tially other aspects of the United 
States assistance to the State of Israel 
to the State of Israel's settlements pol
icy. The United States, since 1967, has 
had an official position in opposition to 
the development of permanent settle
ments in the territory occupied by the 
State of Israel at the conclusion of the 
1967 war. But we have never used those 
settlements as a precondition to the 
various forms of aid and assistance we 
have rendered the State of Israel over 
those many years. 

Second, this is occurring at a time 
when, we hoped, as a consequence of 
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the Persian Gulf war we would have 
created an environment in which there 
could be movement toward real peace 
in the Middle East, a recognition of the 
right of states to exist, a resolution of 
longstanding disputes, a lowering of 
the high level of armaments which 
have come to characterize the Middle 
East. By the position which the United 
States has taken, which essentially 
says to the State of Israel, "You take 
off the negotiating table the issue of 
settlements as a precondition to our 
assistance to you in the transition of 
Soviet Jews," we are thus weakening 
the ability of the State of Israel to 
enter into negotiations with its Arab 
neighbors. The consequence of our ac
tion is not to advance the cause of 
peace but to make peace more elusive. 

Finally, this all occurs at a time of 
tremendous instability and turmoil 
within the former Soviet Union. Every 
day we are required to learn new dif
ficult-to-pronounce names of towns and 
regions within the former Soviet Union 
where some latest civil disturbance or 
civil war has broken out. Those are ex
actly the kinds of circumstances in 
which old prejudices and biases can 
emerge. The potential of a new round 
of pogroms and an ti-Semitism within 
the former Soviet Union and States in 
Central and Eastern Europe is a real 
one. This is the most inappropriate 
time for the United States to be indi
cating that we do not have full support 
for the policy of the last 25 years of 
emigration of all Soviet citizens, and 
particularly those who have been most 
discriminated against, to a land in 
which they can live in freedom and dig
nity. 

That is exactly the message that this 
recalcitrance of the administration to 
accept the principle of the appropriate
ness, the necessity, the consistency 
with our national character that the 
loan guarantee request represents. 

Mr. President, I close by citing these 
points because I do not want to be part 
of an America which walks away from 
a policy which is consistent with our 
tradition and which has been successful 
in achieving its result by providing 
freedom for literally hundreds of thou
sands of men, women, and children. 
The Zelenchonick family is illustrative 
of those who have been the beneficiary 
of our sustained commitment to the 
cause of human rights. 

This is a humanitarian issue. This is 
not a political issue. This is an issue 
which should unite this country, not 
divide it. This is an issue in which we 
should take great pride, not resort to 
partisan bickering. 

Mr. President, Israel is the only de
mocracy in the region. It is a country 
with which we have strong cultural and 
historical as well as security ties. I 
hope my disappointments prove to be 
exaggerated, that in fact we will move 
forward by completing this act of cele
bration and extending lo~n guarantees 

to the State of Israel to assist that 
brave country in the transition of a 
brave population of former Soviet Jew
ish citizens who are now finding a new 
life of respect and freedom in Israel. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, in a 
few short minutes we are going to be 
speaking on the issue of foreign aid, 
and specifically on a Lautenberg reso
lution. 

Mr. President, people talk about for
eign aid, and they think it is a give
away program around the world. But 
foreign aid has the capacity to gen
erate jobs in the United States of 
America, particularly where we send 
food around the world, food that can 
leave from America ports in American 
ships, feeding the hungry. That is the 
kind of foreign aid we support. 

We also support those countries that 
enable people to help themselves, 
emerging democracies. 

Last but not least, foreign aid is a 
tool of our foreign policy to help those 
who could face persecution. 

In a few short minutes, Senator LAU
TENBERG will be offering a resolution, a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution, to sup
port the consent of loan guarantees for 
the State of Israel. 

I support the Lautenberg resolution 
because I support the framework for 
providing loan guarantees to the State 
of Israel. What many Americans do not 
understand is that this is not a hand
out. This is not cash grant. It is not a 
loan. It is simply a backing for Israel 
to be able to go on the world market, 
to borrow money, to practice self-help, 
to deal with the immigration issues, 
dealing with the flood of immigration 
coming from the Soviet Union. 

This backing of the loan guarantees 
is a modest effort on our part. Israel 
has always paid back its loans. And in 
fact, it is a better risk probably than 
many of the S&L's that we are bailing 
out. At the same time, we know with 
the millions flooding into the State of 
Is_rael what this means. 

Mr. President, I am not of the Jewish 
faith. But I have followed their tradi
tions and admire their heritage. I know 
one of the most sacred feasts that they 
honor is the feast of Passover com
memorating when Moses came into the 
promised land. We are now only 19 days · 
from Passover, and the members of the 
Jewish faith the world over will say 
"Next year this time in Jerusalem" as 
their commitment to an exodus. 

We have now Soviet Jews sitting on 
their sui teases, wondering if they can 
be absorbed, and when they say: "Next 
year this time in Jerusalem," they 
wonder if it can happen. And it rests on 
the type of help the world gives to cre
ate a new world order. 

I support the Lautenberg amend
ment, and I yield the floor and thank 
the Senate for its consideration of my 
remarks. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that I may yield to Mr. 

DECONCINI so that he may utilize the 
time under his control without any 
time being charged to me during the 
time of his statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DECONCINI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 

thank the President pro tempore, 
chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee, for letting me proceed with the 
10 minutes allocated to me. I have to 
go to a Judiciary Committee hearing, 
and I am grateful to be able to speak 
now. 

Mr. President, I want to compliment 
the Senator from New Jersey for laying 
out what the problem is here and why 
we are here. He has, indeed, provided a 
background of this resolution offered 
by the Senator from New Jersey. It is 
a sense-of-the-Senate resolution. We 
know it is not binding, but it does send 
a clear signal. I trust we will pass it 
with heavy votes in favor of it because 
it is the right thing to do. 

Providing refugee settlement loan 
guarantees for Israel is in the best in
terests of the United States. Our policy 
since 1974 has been focused on gaining 
the freedom of emigration from the 
former Soviet Union. 

With the passage of the Jackson
Vanik amendment to the Trade Act of 
1974, this country went clearly on the 
record that it will not tolerate the 
then Soviet Union refusing and dis
criminating against any of its citizens 
who seek permission to leave that 
country. 

How many in this body have visited 
the Soviet Union? How many have gone 
out and talked to the refuseniks? Not 
all are Jews; some are Baptist, some 
are of other Christian faiths who want
ed to emigrate from that country, and 
by merely filing an application for im
migration, they lost their jobs and 
their housing. Some of them were actu
ally put in jail. 

Then comes the 1975 Helsinki Final 
Act which the Soviet Union signed, 
along with 34 other countries, includ
ing the United States, which guaran
tees to each citizen of each signatory 
country the right to emigrate and to 
travel without the Government arbi
trarily refusing their right to so do. 

The former Soviet Union said no. 
And it was not until the brave leader
ship of Gorbachev did the Soviets fi
nally realize that you cannot-you can
not-snuff out the inherent freedom of 
movement, freedom of conscience, and 
the freedom of press. 

We have seen this issue develop over 
a long period of time. The United 
States can take great pride, and up 
until this moment this administration 
could take pride, in standing by this 
longstanding moral commitment to see 
that those people were permitted to 
leave if they wanted to. I, like many of 
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my colleagues, have been to those peo
ple's homes, and have looked them in 
the eye and said we will not forget you. 

Now you can look those people in the 
eye in Israel. They are looking for a 
place to live. That is what this is 
about. It is not a Jewish or Israeli 
issue. It is an issue of morality, about 
what kind of a commitment the United 
States will make? How good is the 
word of the Secretary of State, the 
President of the United States, or a 
U.S. Senator who says, I am going to 
support your efforts to be able to go to 
Israel or anyplace else you want to go. 
That is what we are talking about 
here. 

The money that is involved is noth
ing. If we had a loan guarantee, it 
would cost the U.S. taxpayers nothing 
because out of that guarantee, the Is
raelis have agreed to pay any losses, 
No. 1, and any finance charges, or ad
ministrative charges necessary to see 
that the loan guarantee is imple
mented. So we have no cost to the 
United States. 

Will the Israeli Government go bank
rupt? I suppose that is possible. But 
they have never defaulted on any line 
of credit or any loan guarantee or any 
loan whatsoever thus far. It is on 
record. Their record is clear. 

We are saying, by not going through 
with the loan guarantees, that we are 
not prepared to stand by our word. So 
we are stuck here today with a resolu

. tion that is a sense-of-the-Senate. The 
least we can do is indicate to the White 
House that the President had better 
get back on track. He may think it is 
politically popular to bash Israel in the 
middle of their election, but people un
derstand what a moral commitment is, 
and they understand what it is to have 
the right to be free and to express 
themselves. 

The National Conference of Soviet 
Jewry states that through February of 
this year there have been 517,678 Jews 
which left the former Soviet Union for 
Israeli. That is something to be proud 
of. That would not have happened had 
the administration and this body and 
the House not continuously pressured 
the former Soviet Union. In 1991 alone, 
over 145,000 immigrated to Israel from 
the various republics; 14,000 more refu
gees arrived last May in an emergency 
evacuation from Ethiopia. I have been 
to Ethiopia. I can tell this Senate that 
nobody else would extend a hand, ex
cept Israel , to those people who were 
being absolutely mutilated by Mr. 
Mengistu and his Communist regime. 
The Israelis said come home, come 
home, and they have welcomed them. 
It has been a big problem, integrating 
these people into that society, but they 
were willing to do it. 

This is what the Jackson-Vanik 
amendment was all about. This is what 
the human rights principle of the Hel
sinki Act has been all about. What has 
the administration been doing? Almost 

behind the backs of the American pub
lic, in 1990, it was keen enough to grant 
loan guarantees to Iraq for $650 million 
in commodity credits; to Egypt, $214 
million; to Morocco, $116 million for 
the Eximbank, $5 million in commod
ity credits and $82 million from AID for 
a total of $203 million. 

To Jordan we granted AID loans to
taling $121 million. In 1991, Bahrain got 
$367 million from the Eximbank; Egypt 
got $2 million; Kuwait, $15 million for 
commodity credits; Jordan $25 million 
in commodity credits; Yemen, $15 mil
lion in those credits, and on and on. Is
rael got some, too, $36 million in 1990, 
from the Eximbank on a loan guaran
tee. 
It just indicates to me, Mr. Presi

dent, that we are not playing on a level 
field here. I think it is unfair that the 
administration has decided to politi
cize a very important moral issue. 
That moral issue is to be a partner and 
to assist a nation which has committed 
itself to absorb refugees, in part, be
cause of the commitment that we made 
that we would do everything possible 
to help these people. 

I have spoken in opposition to settle
ments on the West Bank and Gaza, and 
I have attempted to use whatever little 
bit of influence I have to be sure that 
Mr. Baker and Mr. Bush do not link the 
settlements with the loan guarantee-
to no avail, I must say. I think it was 
unfairly thrust upon this country that 
these guarantees be linked, so that 
there would be the political pressure 
put on them, so that we would be ex
actly where we are today. In Israel, 
there is almost no place for these peo
ple to live and work. There is no oppor
tunity, without some assistance. We 
are not talking about a handout; we 
are talking about the Israeli Govern
ment and the people of Israel standing 
up and putting their pocketbooks be
hind these loan guarantees. 

It is my hope that this administra
tion will learn something, assuming 
this sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
passes. I hope that it will learn that 
this body is willing at least to stand up 
and be voted and counted in support of 
a commitment to free emigration that 
this country made in 1974. 

It has been estimated that the pro
jected effects of $10 billion loan guar
antee program could result in more 
than 200,000 jobs being created here in 
the United States alone. So it is a good 
jobs bill. But that is not why we are 
here. We are here because it is the 
right thing to do. It is the right thing 
to do when you have made a promise-
and this country has made a promise 
for years- to stick up for one person's 
individual rights, no matter where that 
person lives. That we will not forget 
them, whether they are lost in Viet
nam, or whether they are being per
secuted in China, or whether they are 
still not getting out of Russia. Indeed, 
there are some 50 refusenik cases pend-

ing in the Republic of Russia today 
that cannot get out. I would remind 
those leaders. 

I have had Soviet Union officials ask 
me: Senator, why do you care about 
the Yelistratov family living in Mos
cow? What is one family that cannot 
get out? Are there not bigger things to 
negotiate, such as disarmament trea
ties, border disputes in the Baltics, and 
what-have-you? 

What I said is what any American 
would say: There is nothing more im
portant in the United States than one 
individual's rights, because that is 
what makes a democracy, and that is 
what this country was founded upon. 

Mr. President, it is time we do what 
is right and pass this resolution with 
overwhelming support. I thank the 
Senator from West Virginia for his pa
tience and will permit him to speak at 
this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent, with permis
sion of the Senator from West Virginia, 
that I may speak for not to exceed 3 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I assume 
that the Senator's time would be com
ing on the time controlled by the Sen
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I ask unanimous 
consent that it not be charged against 
any particular Senator . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
rise to commend the Senator from Ari
zona for his remarks and for his long
time commitment and concern for the 
Jews of the Soviet Union. I know that 
it is not a newfound concern. 

I remember when I visited the Soviet 
Union with him, when we visited the 
home of one of the Soviet refuseniks 
who was attempting to leave the So
viet Union for Israel at that time. And 
I remember the warmth of the recep
tion that we received when we walked 
into that home. I think the man at 
that time was earning a living as a ten
nis pro because he had lost his job as a 
professor or as an engineer in the So
viet hierarchy. 

During the recent negotiations that 
we had on this particular subject, there 
has been no Senator who has been more 
resolute and more determined to fight 
for the loan guarantees than has the 
Senator from Arizona. He has been 
steadfast in his concern. He has been 
willing to stand out and stubbornly re
sist others who might have suggested 
alternative routes to follow. It is the 
concern of the human rights of fellow 
human beings, those human beings who 
are in the Soviet Union, among others, 
that drives the Senator from Arizona. 

I commend him for his concern, for 
his leadership, for his willingness to 
stand out and to speak up. And I just 
wish to make it clear that there are 
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many of us who were proud not only of 
his role throughout this entire effort 
regarding the loan guarantees but, also 
the time, concern and commitment he 
has expended for the many Soviet Jews 
who wanted to emigrate to · Israel over 
the years whom he has helped. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from West Virginia for his courtesy in 
permitting me to speak at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I wish to 
state my respect for the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTEN
BERG] in offering the resolution. I am 
sorry that I have to oppose the resolu
tion. I respect the views of all those 
who support it. 

It is a sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
and, therefore, has no legally binding 
effect. But, Mr. President, it is a policy 
statement, nevertheless. The distin
guished Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
LAUTENBERG] himself, stated when he 
introduced the resolution, it puts the 
Senate on record in support of loan 
guarantees to Israel. 

I have found in the past that these 
sense-of-the-Senate resolutions, al
though they are not binding on anyone, 
they nevertheless, as I say, do con
stitute policy statements. Anyone who 
wishes may interpret the resolution as 
he wishes to interpret it. But I think it 
does send a message which is not the 
right message. 

Mr. President, I, therefore, rise to 
speak in opposition to the resolution 
now pending before the Senate, and I 
do so because I have come to the con
clusion that the loan guarantee pro
gram, as it has been proposed, does not 
serve the interests of the United States 
and, indeed, is not in the best interests 
of Israel. I am taking the Senate's time 
to outline my views on this important 
issue in some detail because the United 
States-Israeli relationship is extremely 
complicated with an extensive history. 
That relationship continues to have 
many ramifications, for both countries, 
which need exposition and examina
tion. I think it deserves our careful at
tention and study. There is sometimes 
a tendency to oversimplify and view 
such issues from one perspective. I 
hope to provide a contribution to this 
debate that shows where we have been 
and where we are going in our relation
ship with Israel. 

This resolution touches on many im
portant issues for this body and for our 
country, and I hope that during our de
bate we will be able to address these is
sues-the real issues, not red herrings. 
We cannot be distracted by the false 
argument of whether this is a vote for 
or against Israel; we are all for Israel. 
This body and this country remain 
committed to Israel's right to exist, 
and to promoting peace and stability in 
the Middle East as the only way to en
sure Israel's long-term security. 

We must also not allow this vote to 
be cast as a decision as to whether the 

Senate supports the continued migra
tion of thousands of Soviet Jews seek
ing to find safety and begin a new life 
in Israel. The Senate and this country 
have been rock solid in their support 
for Soviet Jews during the dark years 
of virtual imprisonment in a country 
hostile to their faith and way of life. 
We took many steps, from trade re
strictions against the Soviet Union to 
personal intervention by many of the 
Members of this body, including my
self, to relieve the plight of the Soviet 
Jews. The last thing this Senator 
would want to do is to prolong this dire 
situation, or make their escape to free
dom from oppression any more dif
ficult. Once again, the most effective 
way to provide that escape route is to 
work for a secure and economically 
viable Israel. 

Our overriding concern must always 
be the interests of the United States. 
Does the proposal serve our interests 
and support our policies, which include 
working for peace in the Middle East 
and ensuring the well-being of Israel? If 
our policies help to foster a period of 
peace in the Middle East, then those 
policies will benefit Israel, allowing it 
to reduce defense expenditures and 
shift to a more steady and stable 
peacetime economy that will be able to 
absorb the new immigrants. A real 
question is whether or ·not this pro
posal contributes to that goal. It is not 
a question of support for Israel. 

The real question is this, does the 
loan guarantee program that we have 
heard so much about, support U.S. pol
icy by encouraging the ongoing peace 
process and by contributing to the se
curity and economic stability of Israel? 
Our position on this issue could have a 
profound effect on the ongoing peace 
process in the Middle East; the region 
of the world most likely to draw the 
United States and others into contin
ued conflagrations until the underlying 
causes of friction and poverty are re
lieved. The question is whether the 
longstanding policy of the United 
States opposing Israeli settlements in 
the disputed zones should be discour
aged or encouraged. That issue is a ful
crum of our policy toward the future of 
the Middle East. The stated and dem
onstrated policy of the state of Israel is 
in direct contradiction to that of the 
United States regarding such settle
ments. 

Our position could also have a major 
impact on the economic situation in Is
rael and we must consider a broad 
range of factors before embarking on 
such a massive new assistance pro
gram. Several important questions 
come to mind immediately. First, what 
in fact is the so-called Housing Loan
Guarantee Program" money for? Is it, as 
we have heard it described, an impor
tant humanitarian program of housing 
loans for immigrants? Or is it for some
thing else, something much broader? 
Second, what is the likely impact on 

the U.S. taxpayer? Is the risk of de
fault substantial and will huge liabil
ities accrue to our taxpayers? Third, 
what are the ramifications in terms of 
U.S. policy toward settlements and ul
timate peace in the Middle East? 

My view is that the economic ration
ale is questionable, and most of the 
funds may not end up as a direct hu
manitarian program for Soviet immi
grants at all. Further, economic re
forms which are needed in order for Is
rael to continue to be able to repay its 
debts are in some doubt. Infusion of 
new funds guaranteed by the United 
States, along with the additional 
money made available from other 
sources as a result of United States 
guarantees, may well work directly 
against economic reform and long-term 
stability in Israel, as well as running 
counter to United States policy toward 
settlements in the occupied territories 
and the peace process in the Middle 
East. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
House Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Foreign Operations, Mr. OBEY, held 
detailed hearings on this matter earlier 
this year. 

I have read the record of those hear
ings, and a reading of that record sug
gests that the sums the United States 
is being asked to guarantee are not 
just for housing, or even principally for 
housing. Rather, the record suggests 
that the money is to be used in a com
prehensive program of infrastructure 
development. Indeed the whole request 
might be more accurately labeled as a 
vigorous economic growth package for 
an economy which is weak, overly de
pendent on public sector and socialistic 
practices, and in need of market-ori
ented economic reforms. 

Mr. OBEY had three leading econo
mists, all experts on the Israeli econ
omy, who testified unanimously that 
any additional United States aid to Is
rael should be conditioned upon imple
mentation of economic reforms. Other
wise, the aid would result in postpone
ment of needed reforms, as has already 
happened several times in the past. 
Economic self-sufficiency is just as im
portant as peace for Israel's long-run 
security. Israel's near economic col
lapse in 1985 proved that. Out of that 
experience, the Israeli Government has 
formulated detailed plans for economic 
reforms. Some have been carried out, 
but nowhere near as many as are nec
essary to become self-sufficient. The 
longer these ref arms are postponed, the 
longer the United States will be called 
upon for more aid to Israel. 

The American people are apparently 
being asked to underwrite major new 
economic growth programs for Israel 
when we cannot develop them for our 
own desperately-in-need economy. We · 
are being asked to guarantee funding 
for what appears to be wide-ranging in
frastructure projects, running far 
afield from anything directly con-
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nected to Soviet immigration, at a 
time when United States spending on 
its own infrastructure is far lower than 
that being infused by our European al
lies into their economies. It is no won
der that foreign aid is held in such dis
repute by the American people. 

Mr. Emanuel Sharon, a former Israeli 
Finance Minister, testified before Mr. 
OBEY's subcommittee that we are not 
really talking about housing guaran
tees here, but more so about money to 
be used for a wide variety of economic 
purposes. This is confirmed in a docu
ment provided by the Embassy of Is
rael, "Absorption of Soviet Jewry Im
migration," that indicates that about 
half of the loan guarantees would go to 
the private sector for investments, and 
the rest would be divided equally be
tween housing and infrastructure. 
There is no agreement between the 
Government of Israel and the Govern
ment of the United States as to how 
thw money will be channeled, and the 
specific uses to which it will be put. 
The fact is that we really do not have 
any specific understanding as to how 
the money will be used. That should 
be an elementary predicate to even the 
consideration of a loan guarantee 
request. How many houses will be 
built? How much money will go for 
low-income housing, how much for 
moderate-, and upper-income housing? 
More particularly, who is going to be 
living in the housing-Soviet immi
grants? Where will this housing be? 
The document of the Israeli Ministry of 
Finance is silent on these very salient 
questions. It does, however, talk about 
major projects in the infrastructure 
area, including transportation, energy, 
communications, and water resources. 
We have here plans for a new multibil
lion-dollar road system, a national ar
terial highway, billions more for a rail
way system and expansion of civil avia
tion, ports for $1 to $2 billion, sewer ex
penditures. What does all this have to 
do, except in the most indirect ways, 
with Soviet immigration? Are the 
American people prepared to simply 
underwrite a separate, very substan
tial, economic infrastructure package 
on top of the aid we are already giving 
Israel every year on terms more gener
ous by far than for any other country? 

Provision of the loan guarantees by 
the United States would have wider 
ramifications by enhancing Israel's 
ability to attract additional money. 
Additional billions of dollars are re
ported to be available from private 
credit markets if the U.S. loan guaran
tee program is approved. Otherwise, 
these additional resources are reported 
to be unavailable. As Herbert Stein tes
tified before Mr. OBEY'S subcommittee, 
the money will simply be "in addition 
to the total resources of the Israeli 
economy and society." Indeed, the 
package being requested by Israel is 
not really a package at all; it is simply 
a massive infusion of new funds for a 

flagging economy, on top of the bil
lions we annually provide for such pur
poses already. 

Let us examine what existing Israeli 
economic policy is and how it needs to 
be reformed, not only so that we may 
be assured of Israel's ability to repay 
the loans and relieve the United States 
of the liability such guarantees would 
incur but, even more fundamentally, so 
that we can address the question of 
whether providing these funds will tend 
to encourage the Israeli Government to 
stand pat on economic reform, or to 
waffle on it, creating a negative effect 
on the long-term health of the Israeli 
economy. Our goal should be to sta
bilize that economy by weaning it off 
of foreign loans and remittances so 
that it may stand on its own two feet. 
We must not encourage Israel to go 
down the path of deeper and deeper 
debt. 

We have heard and read a great deal 
about Israel's outstanding record of 
debt repayment. The resolution states 
that loan "guarantees will not result 
in any cost to the United States tax
payer." Proponents say we are risking 
nothing by guaranteeing loans to Israel 
because it has never defaulted on a 
loan to the United States Government. 
This, as best I can tell, is a true state
ment; however, it may not tell the 
whole story. The 1973 Congressional 
Quarterly Almanac contains a discus
sion of the $2.2 billion in emergency aid 
requested by the President and subse
quently approved by the Congress in 
December 1973. Between the outbreak 
of the war and the consideration of the 
supplemental request, Israel had pur
chased over 1 billion dollars worth of 
military equipment that we had rushed 
to them without hesitation. The CQ Al
manac points out that "the Foreign 
Military Sales Act provided that pay
ment was due within 120 days of deliv
ery. During congressional hearings, ad
ministration witnesses repeatedly 
stressed that without United States 
military grant assistance or credits Is
rael might default on these payments 
when they came due in February
March 1974." In other words, in effect, 
we give Israel the money to pay back 
its debt to us. 

Again, in 1985, when the Israeli econ
omy was facing a crisis and suffering 
from hyperinflation, the United States 
responded with a $1.5 billion supple
mental appropriation. Then in 1988 and 
1989, Israel was allowed to refinance 
high-interest foreign military sales 
loans owed to the United States Gov
ernment. In an August 1989 report, the 
General Accounting Office estimated 
that the cost to the United States Gov
ernment of allowing Israel to refinance 
these loans was Sl.2 billion. This refi
nancing not only made it easier for Is
rael to make its debt payments to us, 
but also saves Israel about $150 million 
a year in interest charges. 

A final point to consider when evalu
ating Israel's record of prompt repay-

ment is a provision included in every 
Foreign Operations Appropriation bill 
since 1985. I will quote from the fiscal 
year 1991 bill. "Therefore, the Congress 
declares that it is the policy and the 
intention of the United States that the 
funds provided in annual appropria
tions for the Economic Support Fund 
which are allocated to Israel shall not 
be less than the annual debt repay
ment, interest and principal, from Is
rael to the United States Government. 
* * *" It seems to me that by guaran
teeing to make repayment to our
selves, and backing up that guarantee 
by rushing in with supplemental appro
priations whenever there is a crisis, 
then Israel certainly ought to have a 
spotless record of repayment. But it 
also strikes me that this does not mean 
that loans and loan guarantees to Is
rael do not cost the United States any
thing. 

The Department of the Treasury re
ported that, as of September 30, 1991, 
Israel owed the United States Govern
ment $4.209 billion directly and we had 
contingent liability for another $6.199 
billion in the form of loan guarantees. 
This resolution would endorse an in
crease in the U.S. Government's expo
sure. That endorsement could ulti
mately lead to a sizable, additional 
risk to the U.S. taxpayer. 

Beyond the question of repayment to 
the United States, there is a consensus 
that the Israeli economy needs to re
form and move toward a more market
oriented system. Government there is 
too big. The share of government
owned corporations is still about 15 
percent. The focus of reform should be 
in the direction of liberalizing capital 
markets, liberalizing trade, abolishing 
subsidies, privatizing government
owned corporations, easing labor laws 
and regulations that obstruct the ad
justment of wage rates to market con
ditions, and reducing a web of eco
nomic regulations that tend to produce 
cartels and other inefficiencies in the 
economy. 

These reforms are so important and 
basic that there has been a general 
feeling, shared, I know, by the chair
man of the Foreign Operations Appro
priations Subcommittee in the Senate, 
the distinguished Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. LEAHY] that the reforms 
must be implemented and that our aid 
should be conditional upon their being 
implemented. This is a task that is dif
ficult but can be accomplished, accord
ing to informed witnesses, if enough 
political will is available on the part of 
the Israeli leadership. Mr. President, 
the resolution before us, unfortunately, 
is silent on the question of reforms. 
There is no requirement here that Is
rael should begin to put its own house 
in order as a condition of receiving any 
guarantees in the future. 

Recent actions of the Government of 
Israel do not resolve my doubts on the 
determination of that Government to 
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implement needed . reforms. Last year, 
the Government created 16 new monop
olies, whereas one would hope that the 
trend would be in the opposite direc
tion, which is to demonopolize the 
economy and infuse new competition 
into it. As Dr. Alvin Rabushka, of 
Stanford University, testified before 
Mr. OBEY's subcommittee the worry is 
that the "whole reform process will get 
nipped in the bud and the very changes 
that are required to make that econ
omy grow, the people to be prosperous 
and free and to make the immigrant 
system work, will be stopped because 
there won't be the financial pressure to 
do it." So, there is an economic case to 
be made that provision of the loan 
guarantee package may be undesirable 
for those reasons, that it will relieve 
the financial pressure for reform and 
delay needed change. Other economists 
may disagree with this assessment, but 
the economic package itself and how it 
affects the necessary reform measures 
need examination and study, and that 
has apparently not been done. In addi
tion, there is debate over whether 
there exists in Israel itself the re
sources that could be made available to 
substitute for this loan package. In 
other words, it may not be needed at 
all. 

In February of this year, the GAO re
leased a report, done at my request; 
that indicates the Israeli Government 
would be able to fully service its exter
nal debt if it fully implements its 
major absorption plans. An internal 
Export-Import Bank report dated last 
July 10 states that the "expected build
up of external debt gives rise to con
cerns about Israel's ability to meet its 
future debt service obligations on a 
timely basis." It says the debt service 
burden should be manageable "if the 
country's domestic and external politi
cal and economic conditions encourage 
large capital inflows." Such capital in
fusion from private sources has not yet 
appeared. It goes on to say that the 
Government has not implemented ade
quate economic reforms to deal with 
its looming financial and economic 
problems. So the assumptions of repay
ment are based on implementation of 
reforms, and that is certainly a big 
question mark. Where is the evidence 
that the current Israeli Government 
will implement such reforms? 

Israel has maintained a highly social
ized economy since its inception in 
1948. The government runs every aspect 
of production, either directly, or indi
rectly through the Histadrut labor 
union, which fixes wages for 85 percent 
of the work force and owns companies 
which account for 23 percent of busi
ness revenue in Israel. The Institute 
for Advanced Strategic and Political 
Studies in Jerusalem recently reported 
that Government expenditures will 
comprise 68 percent of GDP this year. 

New business ventures arise only 
after a governmental grant of monop-

oly power. In 1991, the Israeli Govern
ment granted 16 new monopolies. In
vestment capital and debt financing 
can only be obtained through the Gov
ernment, through Government-owned 
banks, or through the Histadrut. There 
are no privately-owned banks in Israel. 
There is very little foreign investment 
in Israel, and there are no foreign 
banks. This means that the Govern
ment is the primary source for Israeli 
job creation. 

To cope with approximately 400,000 
Soviet and Ethiopian immigrants since 
the fall of 1989, Israel offers to pay em
ployers one-third of an immigrant's 
first-year wages and one-quarter of 
their second-year wages. These sub
sidies result in make-work jobs which 
are unlikely to survive the end of the 
subsidy. Even with these subsidies, im
migrants have suffered a 30-percent un
employment rate. Another 30 percent 
are enrolled in language classes. The 
remainder tend to be severely under
employed. These immigrants are high
ly, skilled-25 percent are engineers, 
and 6 percent are doctors-but most of 
them can find only menial jobs. Israel 
estimates that 450,000 jobs would have 
to be created over the next 5 years to 
accommodate the estimated 1 million 
Soviet immigrants. Another 170,000 
jobs would be needed for normal popu
lation growth over the same period. Is
rael actually created only 132,900 jobs 
between 1985 and 1990. Israeli unem
ployment was running at historically 
high levels, in excess of 8 percent, prior 
to 1989, and it now stands near 10 per
cent. Per capita real GDP growth has 
been less than 1 percent annually for 
the past 3 years and shows little pros
pect of increasing beyond that level in 
the future. 

Without job creation, retaining the 
immigrants will prove difficult. Recent 
polls find that a majority are advising 
relatives back in the former Soviet 
Union against coming to Israel. On 
July 12, 1991, the Jerusalem Post re- · 
ported that a Tazpit Research Institute 
survey of Soviet immigrants found 
that 37 percent advised relatives to 
delay immigration to Israel, 15 percent 
counseled against coming to Israel at 
all, 8 percent recommended going to 
another country, 7 percent urged re
maining in Russia, and only 32 percent 
said to come to Israel immediately. A 
follow-up poll reported in the Novem
ber 8, 1991, Jerusalem Post found that 
30 percent of all Soviet Jews who had 
arrived in Israel since September, 1989, 
wished to emigrate from Israel, and 
over half now advised relatives to delay 
immigration to Israel. Peak monthly 
immigration in November, 1990, 
reached 25,000, but immigration in Jan
uary of this year, 1992, fell to only 
6,200. 

The original $10 billion loan request 
was apparently based upon an estimate 
of over 400,000 Jewish immigrants ar
riving in Israel from the Soviet Union 

in 1991 and over 1 million over a 5-year 
period. However, only 175,000 arrived in 
1991, and the request has not been ad
justed to reflect that reduction, as far 
as I know, so there is a rather loose 
connection between the request and 
the need as demonstrated by the facts. 
Taking on long-term debts to finance 
what could well prove to be only a tem
porary rise in immigration levels 
would postpone vi tally needed eco
nomic reforms in the short run and in
crease the possibility of repayment dif
ficulties in the long run. 

Of real concern is the virtual lack of 
private foreign investment in the Is
raeli economy. From 1980 to 1990, the 
whole range of cash transfers from 
abroad, reparation payments from Ger
many, personal remittances, United 
States aid, et cetera, amounted to $40 
billion, in comparison with only $1 bil
lion in direct foreign investment. So, 
the entire economy is dependent on a 
collection of unilateral grants and 
transfers, augmented by loans. What is 
needed is some serious foreign invest
ment in order to tie the Israeli econ
omy to the global economy. 

The Israeli economy has been in 
trouble and has experienced little 
growth since the mid-1980's. It has be
come more and more dependent on 
these external grants and loans. That 
is not a healthy situation, and we 
should not be taking action to further 
such dependence, and allow the avoid
ance of needed reform measures. Are 
we helping Israel in the long run to 
continue its dependence and to delay 
the implementation of measures which 
would make its economy more market 
oriented and attractive to private in
vestors? In Dr. Stein's testimony, he 
said, "If the immigrants are success
fully integrated into the Israeli econ
omy, and if reasonable prospects of 
peace are established in the area, Israel 
will be able to dispense with aid from 
the United States Government." 

Certainly an atmosphere of peace 
would allow the Israeli Government to 
reduce its defense expenditures and 
make for a more attractive investment 
environment. It seems clear, therefore, 
that the road to economic growth will 
go hand in hand with the creation of a 
more secure political and strategic en
vironment in the Middle East. Thus, it 
is the peace process that is the key to 
political and economic stability, not 
additional aid programs that perpet
uate Israel's dependence, and are con
ducive to the delay in making reforms. 

In the face of all of the uncertainty 
in Israel, this proposed program would 
ask the American taxpayer to cosign a 
total of $10 billion in investment guar
antees intended to prop up this unsta
ble foreign economy at a time when we 
are telling the American people that 
we cannot afford to invest at home. 
Last week, the Senate failed to pass S. 
2399, a measure that would have al
lowed us to move savings from the de-
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fense budget into the domestic discre
tionary accounts in order to fund des
perately needed investment in infra
structure, housing, and job training, 
among other areas. These are exactly 
the kinds of programs that Israel will 
fund with this $10 billion loan that we 
are being asked to guarantee. 

The U.S. economy is barely strong 
enough to support our own needs, let 
alone to take on additional burdens 
overseas. This new month of April, our 
economy entered its 22d month of re
cession. In this century, only the 43-
month Great Depression lasted longer. 
Unemployment stands at a 6-year high 
of 7.3 percent, but if we count discour
aged workers, who have given up look
ing for work, and underemployed work
ers, who want full time jobs but cannot 
find them, then the unemployment 
rate is really 13.3 percent. · 

The duration of this recession and 
the weak recovery expected from it are 
not temporary phases in the business 
cycle. This structural weakness will be 
with us for a long time-too long. ·This 
weakness arises from our failure to ·in
vest on a par with our trading partners. 
Reversing these trends will not be ac
complished easily. We need to retrain 
our work force and make the public 
and private investments necessary to 
keep up in an increasingly competitive 
world economy. We must upgrade our 
own infrastructure and our own work 
force first, before we start worrying 
about similar problems in Israel or 
elsewhere. Our effort to restore the 
health of the American economy will · 
require resources which dwarf-which 
dwarf-the administration's paltry $50 
billion peace dividend, and which will 
force us to reconsider our budgetary 
priorities on a number of fronts, in
cluding this one. 

At this point, I think it might be in
structive to review the history of the 
relationship between the United States 
and Israel, and to examine in a little 
more detail exactly what support we 
have provided to Israel in the past and 
continue to provide at present. 

In fiscal years 1949 through 1991, the 
United States provided $50.5 billion 
starting with a "B", billion dollars, in 
military assistance, economic support 
and food aid to the State of Israel. This 
represents approximately 13 percent of 
total United States foreign aid to all 
countries since the end of World War 
II, despite the fact that Israel did not 
become a major aid recipient until the 
early 1970's. Their $50.5 billion is more 
than we gave to Vietnam or Korea, and 
more than we provided to Great Brit
ain during the Marshall plan. During 
the time period of 1949 to 1991, Israel 
also received an additional $2.5 billion 
in other aid programs. Of the $53 bil
lion in total aid, $40.1 billion has been 
given since the Camp David accords 
were signed in 1978. 

We can see on this graph that during 
the 1950's and 1960's, the United States 
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provided a small amount of assistance 
to Israel. This started as primarily 
food aid and loans for economic devel
opment. In the 1960's, we introduced a 
modest level of military assistance, 
also in the form of loans. That level in
creased significantly, to around $500 
million a year, in the early 1970's. 
Then, following the 1973 Arab-Israeli 
war, we saw a major policy shift as 
total aid rose from $492.8 million in 
1973 to $2.6 billion in 1974, a jump of 427 
percent. The composition of the aid 
also began to shift from loans, for 
which we expected repayment, to out
right grants. Of the $2.6 billion in aid 
which we provided to Israel in 1974, $1.6 
billion was in the form of grants. 

The aid level then bounces around a 
little for the next 3 or 4 years, but 
averages out to around $1.85 billion, al
most $2 billion a year. Then in 1979, fol
lowing the Camp David accords, the 
Congress approved a huge supplemental 
aid package for Israel and Egypt. Isra
el's assistance for fiscal year 1979 was 
$4.9 billion, almost $5 billion; 1980 saw 
the aid level drop back to just over $2.1 
billion, but it has increased steadily 
since then to $3. 7 billion in 1991. In 1985, 
we responded to an economic crisis in 
Israel by converting all military and 
economic support assistance to cash 
grants instead of loans, and by passing 
a $1.5 billion supplemental aid package 
bringing the total appropriated in 1985 
to $4.1 billion in grants. 

Since 1979, Israel has accounted for 
21.5 percent of our total foreign aid 
budget, including all multilateral as 
well as bilateral aid. During these 
years, the United States has pursued 
foreign policy objectives around the 
world and dealt with many crises. Over 
the 13-year period from 1979 to 1991, we 
pumped $2 billion into Honduras while 
that country was serving as the base 
for the United States-backed Nica
raguan Contras. During that same pe
riod, we gave El Salvador $4.2 billion in 
aid to fight the leftwing insurgents 
there, and we provided $3.9 billion in 
support for the Philippines. We also 
spend $5.9 billion in combined aid to 
the Afghan freedom fighters and the 
Pakistan Government. More recently, 
we have bolstered the failing econo
mies of Nicaragua and Panama as they 
continue to struggle with the transi
tion to democracy. Since 1979, we also 
have provided almost $8 billion in as
sistance to Turkey, another important 
strategic, democratic ally in the Mid
dle East region. Yet, during that pe
riod, 1979 through 1991, Israel has not 
only remained the No. 1 recipient of 
American largess, it has received $14.7 
billion more than all of these other 
countries taken together. I repeat, Is
rael's 13-year total of $40.1 billion was 
$14.7 billion more than Honduras, El 
Salvador, the Philippines, the Afghan 
freedom fighters, Pakistan, Nicaragua, 
Panama, and Turkey combined. 

Nor have we forgotten Israel in times 
of crisis. I have .already mentioned the 

427-percent jump in aid following the 
1973 war, and the $1.5 billion supple
mental appropriation during the eco
nomic crisis of 1985. And, of course, in 
1990, the United States responded to 
the increased immigration of Soviet 
and Ethiopian Jews by providing $400 
million in housing loan guarantees. 

The United States also rushed to pro
vide additional assistance during the 
Persian Gulf war. Early in the war, 
President Bush used his emergency au
thority under section 506(a) of the 
Arms Export Control Act to transfer to 
Israel two Patriot missile batteries 
valued at $117 million. The Congress 
appropriated an additional $650 million 
economic assistance grant, allowed the 
use of $200 million of Economic Sup
port Fund money for the purchase of 
military equipment, and earmarked 
$300 million for the prepositioning in 
Israel of United States defense equip
ment that can be used by Israel in an 
emergency. Congress also authorized 
the President to transfer another $700 
million in United States military 
equipment to Israel. Although the 
President has yet to make use of this 
authority, the Defense Department is 
preparing to transfer 10 F-15 aircraft, 
valued at $45 million. 

Despite this unmatched foreign aid 
program, this is only part of the story. 
Israel derives many other benefits, 
both direct and indirect, from its spe
cial relationship with the United 
States. In addition to the $3.7 billion 
already identified in fiscal year 1991, 
Israel also received another 80 million 
dollars' worth of excess military equip
ment under the authority of section 
516(c) of the Arms Export Control Act. 
So far in 1992, DOD has transferred $5.2 
million using this same authority. 
And, as I mentioned, during the gulf 
war the President used emergency au
thority to transfer to Israel two Pa
triot missile batteries valued at $117 
million. 

Additionally, items of assistance or 
spr->cial treatment that were contained 
in fiscal years 1991 and 1992 legislation 
are: Continued participation in the 
American Schools and Hospitals Grant 
Program representing $2.7 million for 
1991; $7 million for Arab-Israeli cooper
ative programs, of which approxi
mately half is spent in Israel; $42 mil
lion for joint research and development 
on the Arrow antitactical ballistic mis
sile follow-on program. This amount 
increased to $60 million in the fiscal 
year 1992 Defense Appropriations Act; 
also, authority to use up to $475 mil
lion of its military aid in Israel instead 
of spending it in the United States. Al
though the President has the authority 
to allow countries · to engage in non
United States procurement in certain 
limited cases, Israel is the only coun
try that receives specific legislative 
authority and a designated dollar 
amount for such procurement; more
over, priority over every other coun-
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try, except Turkey, to receive excess 
defense articles; additionally a major 
new petroleum reserve of 4.5 million 
barrels, worth $180 million, which is 
available for Israel 's use in the case of 
an emergency; furthermore, $15 million 
to improve military facilities at the Is
raeli port of Haifa in 1991 and another 
$2 million in 1992 to study the costs of 
further improving the facilities to 
allow for full-scale maintenance and 
support of an aircraft carrier battle 
group; in addition thereto, specific in
clusion in the Overseas Workload Pro
gram, allowing Israel to bid on con
tracts for the repair, maintenance, or 
overhaul of United States equipment 
overseas; and additionally $1 million in 
investment insurance in Israel , pro
vided by the Overseas Private Invest
ment Corporation. 

Other, earlier legislative initiatives 
that provide continuing benefits to Is
rael include: 

Immediate transfer each year of the 
$1.2 billion Economic Support Fund 
grant and the $1.8 billion military as
sistance grant. Thus, our grants to Is
rael are turned into interest-bearing 
assets for Israel while our own budget 
deficit is increased, resulting in higher 
interest charges to us. This immediate 
transfer created approximately $86 mil
lion in interest income for Israel in fis
cal year 1991. Such an arrangement has 
been in place for the Economic Support 
Fund since 1982 and was extended to 
military aid in fiscal year 1991 and ap
plies t o no other country; moreover, 
debt restructuring that t ook place in 
the late 1980's allowed Israel t o lower 
interest payments by an est imated $150 
million annually; additionally , t he fair 
pricing initiative within the Foreign 
Military Sales Program that allows Is
rael to avoid certain administrative 
fees normally charged on foreign mili
tary sales. This benefit saved Israel an 
estimated $60 million in 1991. 

Mr. President, I have ·gone through 
this litany of aid, assistance, and spe
cial treatment not necessarily because 
I feel that any particular program is 
unwarranted or excessive, but because 
I think it is important, if we are going 
ultimately to endorse a huge new as
sistance program, to remain aware of 
the current high level of support that 
we already provide to this single na
tion. We have provided Israel with 
mul tibillion-dollar aid packages since 
1974, and both the United States and Is
rael have very little progress to show 
for it. Israel has become dependent on 
both our economic and military assist
ance. Our aid has enabled Israel to 
maintain its enormous military capa
bility, put off much needed economic 
reforms, and avoid making serious 
progress in solving its problems with 
its neighbors. Israel must, for its own 
good, start to stand on its own and cut 
itself free of a dependence that is real
ly a roadblock to progress, both eco
nomically and from the standpoint of 

achieving security, and it is a depend
ence that will have no end otherwise. 

As we consider increasing Israel's re
liance on the United States and con
versely, United States involvement in 
Israel, we should examine how well an
other aspect of that friendship has been 
functioning recently. Over the last 2 
weeks, the press has been rife with re
ports of questionable arms transfers 
from Israel to such countries as China 
and South Africa-transfers that may 
involve United States technology, in 
violation of agreements between our 
two nations. 

Of the more than $40 billion that the 
United States has provided in aid to Is
rael since 1979, $23.3 billion has been 
military assistance. As we can see on 
this chart (chart 2), Israel's arms ex
ports have grown considerably during 
that time, and our assistance has cer
tainly helped promote the arms export 
industry in Israel. Since 1984, Israel has 
been allowed to use a portion of its for
eign military financing credits for pro
curement of Israeli-made military 
items. Unlike other countries that re
ceive United States military assist
ance, Israel does not have to spend all 
of those funds to purchase United 
States equipment. In 1991, of a $1.8 bil
lion military assistance grant, we al
lowed Israel to use $475 million to buy 
the output of its own defense industry 
instead of American-made products. 
Moreover, Israel was allowed to spend 
an additional $150 million of the 1991 
grant for i ts own research and develop
ment in the United States. We also 
have provided $126 million in funding 
for the development of t he Arrow anti
missile defense system in Israel, with 
anot her $60 million appropriat ed for 
the Arrow follow-on in fiscal year 1992, 
and the prospect of severa l hundred 
million m ore dollars in the fut ure. 

Given our involvement wit h, and sup
port of the Israeli defense industry, I 
think it is quite proper for us to fully 
air these charges of improper arms 
transfers. An article in the Wall Street 
Journal of March 13, 1992, lays out the 
charges that will reportedly be made in 
an upcoming report by the State De
partment inspector general. The Wall 
Street article says that the report 
"will summarize intelligence reports of 
the apparent Israeli violations of Unit
ed States regulations and agreements." 
It goes on to say that "The classified 
intelligence provides 'overwhelming' 
evidence, according to senior U.S. offi
cials, that Israel has reexported weap
ons containing United States tech
nology without first obtaining Wash
ington's approval for the sales, as the 
United States requires." 

Israel is accused of taking United 
States components and including them 
in its own products and then selling 
those products to third countries. The 
kinds of products we are talking about 
are such things as the Israeli versions 
of the United States-made AIM-9L 

Sidewinder air-to-air missile and TOW-
2 antitank missile. Obviously, we want 
to maintain strict control of this kind 
of sophisticated technology, and, if the 
reports are true, Israel certainly has 
violated the spirit, if not the letter, of 
agreements between our two countries. 
The staff of the Inspector General's Of
fice has inf armed my staff that they 
expect to release the report and a clas
sified annex within days. I look for
ward to . that release so that any fur
ther discussion on this topic will not 
have to be based on press reports only. 

To whatever extent these charges 
have merit, I consider them to be 
symptomatic of the problems caused by 
the attitude that Israel is somehow ex
empt from the laws, rules, regulations, 
policies, et cetera, that apply to other 
countries. Those who hold this view 
seem to think that we are still im
mersed in the cold war, when Israel 
was a bulwark against Soviet expan
sionism in the region, when Israel's 
strategic importance in the East-West 
conflict may have outweighed the ne
cessity to focus on a solution to the re
gion's own intractable, internal prob
lems. We should wake up to the reality 
which has been slow to dawn on many, 
including our own Pentagon, that the 
cold war is over and the real threat to 
stability in the Middle East lies in the 
t ension between Israel and its Arab 
neighbors. And that tension only in
creases as a result of the continued ex
pansion by Israel of settlements in the 
occupied territories. 

Every United States President since 
Lyndon B. J ohnson has called for Israel 
t o withdraw from the occupied t erri
t ories with t he caveat that some ad
just ment might be m ade t o ensure Isra
el's security. The Congress has always 
support ed this policy, and, in 1990, 
when the United States provided $400 
million in housing loan guarant ees, it 
was explicitly linked t o the set tle
ments so that none of the money could 
be spent in the occupied territories. 
Unfortunately, this linkage was not 
enough to influence Israeli policy in 
any way. The GAO report issued in 
February found that the guarantee pro
gram, as restricted, "did not influence 
the Israeli Government's decisions on 
where to build new housing or on how 
much settlement activity to undertake 
in the occupied territories." Indeed, 
the number of settlers in the occupied 
territories has risen from 75,000 in 1989 
to 104,000 in 1991. 

I would like to point out, Mr.- Presi
dent, that the Israeli Government's 
policies and practices regarding the 
settling of the disputed t erritories-the 
West Bank, East Jerusalem, the Golan 
Heights and Gaza Strip-is very clear: 
settlement has greatly accelerated dur
ing the last 2 years; two to three times, 
in comparison with a period a year ear
lier. There is no restraint, as one might 
reasonably expect with the develop
ment of the peace process and the ris-
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ing concerns from the United States 
over the settlement policy-no re
straint whatsoever. There is clearly a 
clash of policy goals between the cur
rent Government of Israel and the 
United States. 

The problem is that the recent policy 
of the Israeli Government is to aggres
sively promote settlement in the dis
puted territories. There is the appear
ance of preemption here-fill the terri
tories with Israeli settlers and thus 
exert maximum leverage to forever 
keep the lands and have de facto sov
ereignty over them. According to Geof
frey Aronson, of the Foundation for 
Middle East Peace, who testified before 
Mr. OBEY, the Government of Israel in 
1991 allocated $2 billion for settlement
related purposes, funding construction 
of 19,999 housing units in the West 
Bank and Gaza. This figure is larger 
than the combined construction ex
penditures from 1968 to 1984. According 
to Mr. Aronson, there is a Government 
of Israel plan for 106,000 housing units 
in the West Bank, which would in
crease the Israeli population in the 
West Bank by 400,000, at a cost of some 
$1~$14 billion. The Israeli Government 
will not publish statistics on its plans, 
but enough information is available to 
raise the alarm over the accelerated 
pace of settlement taking place at the 
same time that a historic negotiation 
is underway with the Palestinians over 
the future of those lands. Public inf or
mation and reports put the Israeli in
vestment in settlement activity in the 
occupied territories at more than $3 
billion in 1991. 

The Israeli Government's key policy 
priority seems to be that of settling 
the occupied territories at the fastest 
possible pace, a policy priority that 
seems to be ahead of absorbing Soviet 
immigrants per se. It seems fair to con
clude that the loan guarantee money 
may well be used to further that key 
Israeli policy, rather than primarily 
for immigrant housing. 

How many of these settlers are So
viet immigrants? Perhaps 10 to 20 per
cent. The Israeli Government has put 
together a package of mortgage and 
other financial incentives to entice So
viet settlers into the occupied terri
tories. So, Mr. President, we have a 
right to ask how much of the housing 
guarantee, or economic development 
package, that is before us in this 
amendment will go toward creating a 
market for settlement on the West 
Bank and in other occupied territories. 

There are some who argue that set
tlement activity enhances Israeli secu
rity. That is a somewhat dubious the
ory. The Israeli Army would be ham
strung in its defense efforts if it first 
had to deploy to the settlements and 
protect the settlers. The choice would 
be to defend the State of Israel from an 
invasion and leave the settlers to their 
own devices, or to split its forces to in
clude defense of the settlements. This 

is a security nightmare and a military 
planning nightmare. It is not an en
hancement of Israel's security. 

The Bush administration's policy, as 
I understand it, is that any loan guar
antees must be accompanied with a 
complete and permanent freeze in Is
raeli civilian construction and related 
expenditures in the occupied terri
tories. There is no freeze provision in 
the resolution before the Senate. A 
freeze has been rejected by Mr. Shamir. 
So the question raised by the pending 
resolution is clear: Do we support Mr. 
Shamir's policy of rapid settlement of 
the occupied territories through provi
sion of U.S. financial largess even 
though such policy runs counter to 
longstanding U.S. policy? If the answer 
is yes, then the prospects for a nego
tiated settlement, including the dis
position of those lands between the Is
raelis and the Palestinians, would, in 
my opinion, be dealt a severe blow. If 
the negotiations fail and there is not 
any prospect for a lessening of tensions 
in the Middle East, all of the negative 
long-term economic consequences fol
low: little or no foreign investment in 
Israel, high Israeli defense spending, 
continued confrontations with Israel's 
neighbors, further delay of economic 
reforms, and continued long-term de
pendence on United States aid. This is 
a formula to continue a cycle of de
pendency. The administration is work
ing hard to break that cycle, and I be
lieve this Senate should endorse that 
policy by rejecting the resolution be
fore us. 

We have poured foreign aid into Is
rael for decades at rates and terms 
given to no other nation on Earth. And 
we are the only nation to have done so. 
Our European allies provide, by com
parison, nearly nothing. Beyond the 
massive economic and military aid, 
however, in our so-called strategic re
lationship with Israel, we have served 
as a protector almost in the same sense 
as the Government of the United 
States would protect one of our 50 
States. 

Now, we hear the disturbing allega
tions that Israel has made a market of 
weapons around the world with the aid 
of components provided by the United 
States, violating bilateral export con
trol agreements under which the tech
nology was provided. It has also be
come clear that the previous housing 
guarantees of some $400 million pro
vided by the United States had no ef
fect on settlement policies in the dis
puted territories, and that no restraint 
has been evident in connection with 
those guarantees, according to the Feb
ruary GAO report. 

It is clear that despite this massive 
infusion of foreign aid, Israel is no clos
er to economic sufficiency than it ever 
was. The United States must take 
steps to wean Israel from the pipeline 
of United States foreign aid, and to dis
courage that government from relying 

on arms exports to help shore up a flag
ging economy. 

Likewise, it is just as important for 
the United States to encourage Israel's 
Arab neighbors to demonstrate a com
mitment to the peace process. The 
Arab States should immediately end 
their economic boycott of Israel, and I 
would encourage President Bush and 
Secretary Baker to push hard for the 
removal of this barrier to peace. The 
boycott is a continuing reminder of 
Arab hostility toward Israel, and we 
should work to bring it to an end. 

In summary, Mr. President, my prin
cipal objection to this resolution is 
that it puts the U.S. Senate on record 
in favor of American financial support 
for a policy which is in direct opposi
tion to the central pillar of longstand
ing U.S. policy on land disputes in the 

· Middle East. It could easily be inter
preted as support for the continued es
tablishment of Israeli settlements in 
the occupied territories. This will work 
against an equitable negotiated settle
ment on the status of those lands, 
which is a keystone to peace in the 
Middle East. 

Second, provision of yet more finan
cial transfers, via a loan guarantee pro
gram, perpetuates Israeli dependency 
on nonmarket factors to prop up its 
economy. Israel's dependency on the 
United States is too deep, and such an 
overly dependent situation inevitably 
bree.ds resentment on the part of the 
dependent entity. Everyone agrees that 
market-oriented reforms in Israel are 
desperately needed to infuse real eco
nomic growth from within and attract 
foreign investment from abroad. Only 
economic reforms, not continued trans
fers of money, will put Israel on the 
road to true independence and eco
nomic stability. 

In essence then, there is no reference 
or conditionality in the resolution 
linking loan guarantees either to the 
need for fundamental economic reform 
of the Israeli economy or to an end to 
the settlement practices in the occu
pieli territories of the current Israeli 
Government. 

Mr. President, my opposition to this 
resolution is about our commitment to 
the deeply important values that un
derpin U.S. policy aimed at peace in 
the Middle East. The . resolution does 
not further the · peace process, and if 
loan guarantees were in fact issued, 
they would increase Israel's depend
ence on foreign assistance and make it 
easier to delay much needed economic 
reforms. Let us carefully weigh the 
consequences of our decision and send a 
message which is in the best interests 
of both Israel and the United States. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the following documents, to 
which I referred in my speech, be in
cluded in the RECORD following my re
marks: 

A GAO report of February 12, 1992, 
executive summary, "Israel-U.S. Loan 
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Guarantees for Immigrant Absorp
tion." 

An Export-Import Bank document: 
"Israel-Country Review." 

A Wall Street Journal article of 
March 13, 1992. 

A Jerusalem Post article of July 12, 
1991, and another of November 8, 1991. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[U.S. General Accounting Office, February 
1992] 

ISRAEL: U.S. LOAN GUARANTIES FOR 
IMMIGRANT ABSORPTION 

(Report to the Chairman, Committee on 
Appropriations, U.S. Senate) 

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
NATIONAL SECURITY AND INTER
NATIONAL AFFAIRS DIVISION. 

Washington, DC, February 12, 1992. 
B-247481. 
Hon. ROBERT c. BYRD, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, U.S. 

Senate. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As you requested, we 

reviewed the $400 million housing loan guar
anty program authorized for Israel in May 
1990 and evaluated the effect on Israel 's debt 
burden of the U.S. Government's granting 
the additional $10 billion in loan guaranties 
that Israel requested in September 1991. Our 
objectives were to (1) examine the use of the 
$400 million loan guaranty to see whether it 
was used in accordance with applicable 
agreements and understandings between the 
United States and Israel , (2) determine 
whether Soviet Jewish immigrants are being 
offered special incentives or are receiving 
subsidies to settle in occupied territories, 
and (3) evaluate whether Israel 's basis for es
timating the future immigration of Soviet 
Jews is reasonable.1 With regard to the pro
posed $10 billion loan guaranty program, our 
objective was to analyze the impact of the 
guaranties on Israel's debt-servicing capa
bilities. 

RESULTS IN BRIEF 
Israel is expected to . certify in February 

1992 that it used the $400 million U.S. loan 
guaranty to finance about 12,300 loans valued 
at about $425 million for Soviet immigrant 
housing mortgages within Israel 's pre-1967 
borders. Such use would be consistent with 
the key provisions of the guaranty. The pro
gram was implemented by attributing the 
loan guaranty to local currency expenditures 
for mortgages; however, because of the 
fungibility of money, other Israeli govern
m ent funds were made available for use as 
the government determined, including use in 
the occupied t erritor ies. 

As part of the assurances given by t he Is
raeli government in connection with the re
lease of the loan guaranty, Israel agreed to 
provide periodic data on its settlement ac
tivities and spending in the occupied terri
tories. Incomplete information was provided 
on settlement activities, but Department of 
State officials provided no evidence that any 
information on government spending in the 
occupied territories was provided. 

Israel has not directed or required Soviet 
immigrants to settle in the occupied terri
tories, and it does not offer special incen
tives that are unique to Soviet immigrants 
for settling there. However, Israel's stated 
policy is to encourage settlements in the oc-

IThe term "Soviet immigrants" in this report re
fers to immigrants from the former Soviet Union. 

cupied territories, and it offers numerous in
centives and allowances to all Israelis, in
cluding Soviet immigrants, who will settle 
there. The State Department estimates that 
as many as 8,800 of the Soviet immigrants 
who entered Israel in 1990 have settled in the 
occupied territories, including East Jerusa
lem. 

We found that the Israeli government has 
a reasonable basis for its estimate that 
about one million Soviet Jews will immi
grate to Israel during the current wave. 
There is no consensus, however, on how 
quickly this level will be reached. Israel esti
mates that about 200,000 additional immi
grants will arrive each year through 1994, but 
Israeli officials we interviewed said the in
flux could be more than 200,000 or less than 
100,000 per year. 

Our analysis indicates that if the United 
States provides the $10 billion in loan guar
anties requested by the Israeli government, 
Israel will likely be able to fully service its 
external debt and to continue its past record 
of payment under most foreseeable cir
cumstances. However, the large size of these 
guaranties makes them more risky to the 
U.S. Government. The level of risk involved, 
if these loans are guarantied to Israel, will 
depend to a great extent on Israel's imple
mentation of its absorption plans and the 
economic reforms urged on it by U.S. and Is
raeli experts. The more fully and rapidly the 
reforms are adopted and the more closely Is
rael follows its strategy to employ new im
migrants in the private sector rather than in 
the public sector, the stronger Israel's abil
ity to repay the loans will be. 

COUNTRY REVIEW: ISRAEL 
(Prepared by Alice L. Mayo, Country Risk 

Analysis Division, Export-Import Bank of 
the United States, July 10, 1991) 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Israel faces an enormous challenge in ab

sorbing one million immigrants over the 
next few years. The process will place tre
mendous strains on the economy and entail 
appreciable domestic and external costs. 

Fiscal and external current account bal
ances are expected to deteriorate markedly. 
The Israeli government is seeking additional 
U.S. A.I.:p. housing guarantees and transfers 
to cover a significant portion of the financ
ing requirement. The remainder of the coun
try 's projected increased foreign borrowing 
is likely to come from export credit agencies 
and commercial sources. The expected build
up of external debt gives rise to concerns 
about Israel's ab111ty to meet its future debt 
service obligations on a timely basis. 

The Eximbank staff scenario for develop
ments over t he next several years suggests 
t hat Israel 's debt service burden should re
main in a manageable range if the country's 
domestic and external polit ical and eco
nomic conditions encourage large capital 
inflows. Even so, Israel's financial resources 
will be strained, and thus far, the govern
ment has not implemented adequate eco
nomic reforms to deal with its looming fi
nancial and economic problems. 

Eximbank expects a substantial increase in 
demand for financing exports to Israel. The 
Bank should also be prepared for Israeli gov
ernment requests to extend new financing to 
private sector companies and to 
parastatals- without government guaran
tees-to ease the growing debt burden on the 
central government. 

Should the assumptions regarding Israeli 
export growth, higher levels of transfers, and 
new financing not materialize as envisioned 
in the staff scenario, or adverse political de-

velopments occur, then Israel may well be 
forced to seek some form of relief in its debt 
servicing by the end of the decade. 

STRUCTURE OF THE ECONOMY 
There are some noteworthy fundamental 

features of the Israeli economy: 
The State of Israel and the General Fed

eration of Labor Unions (Histadrut) own con
siderable portions of the means of produc
tion. Reflecting the socialist bent of its 
founders, the Israeli state accounts for 20% 
of industrial production and employs 39% of 
the labor force. Complementing this is the 
role played by the Histadrut which owns 25% 
of the country's enterprises and employs an
other 16% of the labor force. Together, these 
two entities employ over 50% of the labor 
force and greatly diminish the role played by 
the private sector in the Israeli economy. 

The Histadrut exercises an effective veto 
over labor reforms, largely dictates nation
wide wage rates, and can assure continuation 
of wage indexation. While wage indexation 
has been around since the founding of the Is
raeli state, indexation has now been ex
panded to financial assets, contracts, mort
gages, tax payments, and other arrange-
ments. · 

Israel has shown a pattern of large fiscal 
and external deficits to finance high defense 
expenditures, an extensive social welfare 
system, and a relatively high standard of liv
ing. These deficits must be covered by debt, 
transfers from abroad, or foreign investment 
in Israel. Foreign investments have not been 
a major factor, and while transfers remain 
appreciable, more reliance is now being 
placed on debt financing (both domestic and 
foreign). 

ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE IN THE 1980S 
The founders of the Israeli state saw a need 

for government investment and ownership if 
a viable economic entity was to be quickly 
established. Private capital was scarce and 
hardly likely to take on the considerable 
risks of establishing a Jewish state in the 
late 1940s. Further, an extensive social wel
fare system was required to address the basic 
needs of the immigrants making up the 
country's initial population. 

The Histadrut complemented the govern
ment's role and has been a major force in de
fending labor's interests as interpreted by 
Histadrut's leadership. Between 1948 and the 
early 1970s, this approach to growth and de
velopment-considerably aided by massive 
external capital transfers-was relatively 
successful and Israel enjoyed rapid economic 
growth. 

By the early 1970s, the limits of state-led 
extensive growth policies began to be evi
dent. Over the past two decades economic 
growth has slowed considerably, and the 
country has been beset by frequent bouts of 
price and fiscal instability. 

In the early 1980s the government finally 
incurred an unsustainable fiscal deficit equal 
to 34% of GDP and an equally unsustainable 
inflation rate . (See graph below.) Wit h finan
cial assistance from the United States the 
government was able t o bring the fiscal defi
cit back into balance and embarked on an 
emergency Economic Stabilization program 
which lowered inflation to a relatively stable 
annual rate below 20%. The costs of the gov
ernment's delayed action were high. In 1983 
the government was forced to step· in and 
buy up shares in the commercial banks to 
prevent their collapse after stock values 
plunged on the Tel Aviv stock exchange. 
This expended even further the government's 
involvement in the economy, and it became 
the majority shareholder in the country's 
commercial banks. 
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Government direct involvement in com

mercial activity expanded again in 1988. 
After · the Histadrut industrial conglom
erate-Koor Industries-defaulted on S25 mil
lion in payments to Bankers' Trust, the 
bank sought to force the liquidation of the 
company in an Israeli court. The default, and 
the subsequent action by Banker's Trust, 
was unprecedented in Israeli history and 
sent shock waves throughout the economy. 

Although insisting that Koor was private, 
the government approved a $50 million sup
plemental grant to Koor. In addition, the 
kibbutzim, the Histadrut affiliated agricul
tural cooperative, began to have cash flow 
difficulties stemming from both poor invest
ments and inefficient management. Commer
cial bank debt obligations could not be met. 
To prevent defaults, the government 
interceded and directed the banks to re
schedule the kibbutzim debt on longer terms 
with government subsidized interest rates. 
These bail-outs, combined with the budg
etary impact of the Palestinian uprising in 
the occupied territories-the Intifada-have 
contributed to a renewal of significant budg
et deficits since 1988. 

The experience of the past two decades in
dicates the government has put off free-mar
ket reforms and has been willing to adopt 
emergency economic measures only when 
confronted with a crisis. Further, the 
Histadrut continues to resist all major eco
nomic proposals adversely affecting labor. 
ECONOMIC IMPACT OF INCREASED IMMIGRATION 
Israel expects 1 million immigrants from 

the U.S.S.R. and Eastern Europe over a 5 
year period. This represents a 22% increase 
from its 1989 population of 4.5 million. Ab
sorbing this increase has serious financial 
and economic implications for the country. 

Exim staff has examined the budgetary and 
external impact of the expected increased 
immigration. In our scenario it is assumed 
that GDP growth will be high enough to em
ploy most of the additional labor provided by 
the surge in immigration. The assumed aver
age annual real GDP growth rate of 5.6% 
through 1995 is consistent with the expected 
increase in population and an increase in per 
capita real income. Our scenario (which is 
presented in the attached Tables 1-5) indi
cate the following: 

The budget deficit: While the fiscal deficit 
is projected to show a sharp increase in 1991 
to over 5% from 4% of GDP in 1990, the data 
suggest even higher deficits in the future. In 
the staff scenario, the budget deficit will 
show a steady deterioration to a high 8%-9% 
of GDP by 1995. . 

Unemployment: Immigration will add ap
preciably to the unemployment rolls. To 
k eep unemployment from surpassing 12% of 
t he labor force, government expenditures 
will likely rise from the current 55% of GDP 
to 60% by 1995 a nd privat e investment from 
18% t o 21 % of GDP. 

External balances: Merchandise imports 
are expected to rise appreciably t o meet 
housing· and other needs of the much larger 
population. But export growth is not likely 
to keep pace with imports, and the trade def
icit is expected to widen from $2.9 billion in 
1990 (5.8% of GDP) to $8.7 billion by 1995 (over 
12% of GDP). Net interest, tourism and other 
services, together with the trade balances, 
are likely to result in current account defi
cits (before transfers) that rise from S5.1 bil
lion (10% of GDP) in 1990 to over $13 billion 
(18% of GDP) by 1995. 

EXTERNAL FINANCING NEEDS 
Given the high degree of private and offi

cial support Israel is receiving for the immi-

gration surge, the staff scenario assumes a 
higher level of transfers over the period cov
ered. A steady increase in transfers is seen 
from $5.8 billion in 1990 to over $8 billion in 
1995. Even so, the increase will not be enough 
to prevent a deterioration in the current ac
count (after transfers) from a small surplus 
equal to 1.4% of GDP in 1990 to a deficit 
equal to 7.0% of GDP by 1995. 

These deficits have to be financed by for
eign investment or debt. The staff scenario 
allows for an increase in investments from 
$100 million in 1990 to $300 million in 1995. 
Ht>wever, the current account deterioration 
is expected to overwhelm these investment 
flows and require appreciable new debt to 
meet the deficit and debt amortization 
needs. Thus, Israeli external debt is expected 
to increase by 59% and rise from $32 billion 
in 1990 to $51 billion by 1995. 

Were it not for assumed much higher 
transfers during the forecast period over cur
rent levels-an assumption which lowers the 
borrowing requirement as well as the debt 
service ratio-the larger borrowing require
ment over the next several years would sub
stantially increase Israel's external debt 
servicing burden. Even with these higher 
transfers, the downward trend in the debt 
service ratio will be reversed by 1994. 

Since the repayment period of Eximbank's 
transactions would extend beyond 1995, the 
staff scenario covers the period through the 
year 2000. Even with generous assumptions 
about transfers , all the debt indicators dete
riorate. Between 1990 and the year 2000, the 
debt to GDP ratio goes from 64% to 101 %; the 
debt to current account income ratio goes 
from 167% to 186%; and the debt service ratio 
goes from 18% to 24%. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR EXIMBANK 
Absent systemic reforms, the Israeli econ

omy is becoming ever more dependent on ex
ternal capital flows to cover larger current 
account deficits and amortization payments 
on previous debt. Instead of becoming more 
self-sufficient, Israel is becoming less so. 
Without a narrowing of the current account 
deficit-which could only be done by the po
litically difficult task of enforcing a much 
lower standard of living-prospects for time
ly repayment of external debt depends on the 
degree to which creditors would be will ing to 
extend new debt. Such willingness depends 
on creditors' perceptions of Israel's political 
stability, and stability in the region in gen
eral. 

The projected debt servicing burden is not 
beyond Israel's ability to pay- provided new 
credits and generous grants are forthcoming. 
Rescheduling is not yet viewed as a probable 
course for the government. But rescheduling 
at some point over the forecast period has a 
higher probabilit y than before. 

The government is a lready pressuring for
eign lender s, including Eximbank, to ext end 
financing t o parastatals, such as El Al, with
out government guarantees. In the event of 
debt r epayment difficulties by such borrow
ers, the Government calculates that it would 
not reflect negatively on its own credit rat
ing. 

The government is also pressuring foreign 
lenders to extend credit to private borrowers 
for the housing program. However, the expe
rience with Koor Industries where lenders 
are faced with debt write-offs has sounded a 
warning signal about the overall credit
worthiness of the private sector in Israel. 
This experience is likely to deter lenders 
from extending large amounts of new credit 
to private companies. 

Lastly, the U.S. government is a major 
lender to Israel-currently holding approxi-

mately 31 % of total external debt-and pro
vides more in new financing than it receives 
in repayments. If new lending is sharply in
creased, the U.S. will continue to be a net 
creditor over the next few years. However, it 
is likely that by the end of the decade, the 
U.S. Government will be in a position where 
scheduled repayments exceed disbursements. 
Thus, the U.S. government would become a 
net capital importer from Israel. 

Should Eximbank become a net capital im
porter in the future, Israel could be expected 
to pressure Exim to increase its disburse
ments or adjust scheduled repayments. 

RISKS TO THE SCENARIO 
Domestic instability. Israel faces two do

mestic threats to its political stability. The 
first is the country's continued building of 
settlements in the occupied territories which 
will likely exacerbate the Intifada. The sec
ond depends on the government's ability to 
create jobs for the large number of immi
grants. Higher unemployment levels than en
visioned in the staff's scenario could trigger 
domestic unrest. 

External threats. Israel continues to face 
the possibility of a military challenge from 
Syria. 

U.S.-Israeli relations. Israeli insistence on 
building settlements in the occupied terri
tories could effect a cooling of relations and 
jeopardize Israel 's request for $10 billion in 
new A.I.D. housing guarantees in the next 
fiscal ye·ar. It should be noted that President 
Bush has stated that the building of settle
ments in the territories is the biggest obsta
cle to peace in the region. 

ATTITUDE OF OTHER ECA'S 
The attached table shows that other Ex

port Credit Agencies are generally open for 
short and longer-term business without re
strictions. In March of this year Belgium re
ported dropping Israel 's rating to a 3 on a 
scale of 1-5. Additional information on ECAs 
current attitudes and risk ratings is being 
sought. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar . 13, 1992] 
EXPLOSIVE ISSUE: U.S. SEES NEW SIGNS-IS

RAEL RESELLS ITS ARMS TO CHINA, SOUTH 
AFRICA 

(By Edward T. Pound) 
WASHINGTON.-U.S. intelligence agencies 

have developed strong evidence indicating 
that Israel has been arming nations such as 
China and South Africa through unauthor
ized sales of sensitive Amer ican weapons 
technology. 

The classified intelligence provides " over
whelming" evidence, according to senior 
U.S . officials, that Israel has re-exported 
weapons containing U.S. technology without 
first obtaining Washington's approval for the 
sales, as the U.S. r equires. The weapons in
clude air-to-air missiles sold t o China , anti
tank missiles sold t o South Africa and clus
ter bombs sent to Et hiopia and Chile, as well 
as various sophisticated aircraft radars and 
jamming devices. 

Such evidence of unauthorized sales is cer
tain to add to the current tensions between 
the U.S. and Israel. Relations between the 
allies have been strained recently, largely as 
a result of President Bush's efforts to get Is
rael to stop settlement construction in the 
occupied territories in return for $10 billion 
in U.S. loan guarantees. (See page A7.) 

HOW IT CAN BE DONE 
Information obtained from government of

ficials during a six-week investigation by 
this newspaper suggests Israel uses several 
schemes to transfer, or re-export, U.S. items 
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to other countries. In some cases, they say, 
the Israelis acquire U.S. components, install 
them in their own systems and sell the fin
ished products to third countries. In others, 
Israel employs reverse engineering-dis
assembling a weapon to acquire its design se
crets-and then copies it with changes before 
selling the item to another country. 

U.S. officials have privately been pressur
ing Israel for months to halt the practice, of
ficials say. But Israeli officials have repeat
edly denied any wrongdoing. 

An Israeli government spokeswoman, Ruth 
Yaron, declines to answer specific questions 
about arms sales, but she says Israel hasn't 
violated U.S. regulations. "Our policy is to 
adhere strictly to the procurement and tech
nology transfer regulations," she adds. 

The State Department's inspector general, 
Sherman Funk, is expected to issue a report 
later this month that will summarize intel
ligence reports of the apparent Israeli viola
tions of U.S. regulations and agreements, the 
officials say. That report will exclude many 
of the sensitive details revealed in classified 
intelligence, and it probably won't list Israel 
by name. 

FAIL URE TO MONITOR 

Mr. Funk's public report is also expected 
to criticize the State Department for failing 
to monitor defense sales adequately. Israel 
spends about $900 million in U.S. military 
aid each year to make commercial purchases 
from American contractors, including so
phisticated weaponry and technology. But 
Mr. Funk's auditors last year found the 
State Department over several months 
hadn't checked on how high-tech items sold 
to Israel were used, according to an official 
familiar with the inquiry. 

Separately, the Washington Times re
ported yesterday that the Bush administra
tion is investigating intelligence reports 
that Israel secretly supplied a U.S. Patriot 
missile or its technology to China. Israeli of
ficials strongly denied the report, and U.S. 
officials say they are attempting to verify 
the intelligence information. 

Intelligence and State Department offi
cials say that physical inspection and dis
assembly of Israeli military hardware would 
be required to prove unequivocally that Is
rael was diverting U.S. technology and arms. 
But reports have been so pervasive as to 
leave no doubt in the U.S. intelligence com
munity that Israel has repeatedly engaged in 
diversion schemes. 

ARMING CHINA AND SOUTH AFRICA 

Israel's role in arming nations such as 
South Africa and China has long been a mat
ter of public knowledge. But at the highest 
levels, Israel repeatedly has denied to the 
U.S. that the arms it exports involve unau
thorized use of U.S. technology. Mr. Funk's 
report will mark the first time the govern
ment has publicly released evidence that 
without naming Israel, will strongly suggest 
it has exported U.S. weapons technology 
without authorization. 

The U.S. discourages trading with certain 
countries, including South Africa and China, 
in some cases because they promote terror
ism or have poor human rights records. The 
U.S., for instance, won't sell arms to South 
Africa's military or police and complies with 
a United Nations arms embargo of South Af
rica because of apartheid racial policies. 

Mr. Funk didn't start out investigating Is
rael exclusively. His investigation began as a 
broad look at the department's failure to 
prevent unauthorized diversions of U.S. arms 
and technologies by companies in Brazil, 
South Korea and Singapore, as well as Israel. 

And his final report will cover some other 
countries. But the investigation eventually 
focused on Israel because in the words of one 
senior American official, "bucketsful of in
telligence data" tied companies owned by 
the Israeli government to illicit sales. 

Mr. Funk briefed Secretary of State James 
Baker and Deputy Secretary Lawrence 
Eagleburger on Israel's purported activities 
last June. Mr. Eagleburger began an imme
diate review of Mr. Funk's preliminary find
ings. In an Aug. 24 memo sent to 10 senior of
ficials, Mr. Eagleburger ordered that proce
dures be adopted to ensure that information 
on unauthorized reexports involving any 
arms purchaser be investigated and reported 
to Congress, department records show. Mr. 
Eagleburger also went to Capitol Hill and at 
least twice briefed congressional leaders, in
cluding Speaker Thomas Foley and members 
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 

Soon after the meeting with Messrs. Baker 
and Eagleburger, documents show, the State 
Department began holding up export licenses 
for Israel, including U.S. equipment for Isra
el's heat-seeking Python 3 air-to-air missile. 
Companies need export licenses to ship arms 
that are on the official U.S. Munitions List. 
In a blunt letter, the department warned the 
Israeli government that licenses wouldn't be 
granted for certain high tech equipment un
less Israel could ensure that the technology 
wouldn't be diverted. 

"We would like to be assured you will seek 
the usual [U.S. government] approval before 
third-party transfer occurs," wrote Charles 
Duelfer, a State Department official. Israel's 
Defense Ministry said it would do so, but the 
State Department continues to closely scru
tinize Israeli export applications, according 
tb senior U.S. officials. 

The only public hint of this tug-of-war 
came last October, when Mr. Bush slapped Is
rael on the wrist after the U.S. discovered 
that an Israeli-owned company had exported 
ballistic missile components to a South Afri
can government firm. Mr. Bush imposed 
trading sanctions on the South African firm, 
but waived them for the Israeli company. 
Under pressure from the U.S. , however, Is
rael agreed to adhere to international mis
sile controls aimed at preventing the pro
liferation of missiles capable of carrying nu
clear warheads. 

CRIPPLING A COMPANY 

The Israeli company wasn't publicly 
named, but according to U.S. officials, it was 
Israel Aircraft Industries, or IAI. U.S. sanc
tions would have crippled IAI, Israel's larg
est exporter of military items and the prime 
contractor on the Israel-U.S. Arrow ground
to-air defense missile, which is being devel
oped to protect Israeli cities from missile at
tacks. U.S. officials say the sanctions, if im
posed, would have barred IAI from receiving 
U.S. technology, obtaining export licenses 
from the State and Commerce Departments 
or doing business with U.S. agencies. 

Surrounded by hostile neighbors, Israel has 
steadily built its defense industry, getting a 
helping hand from the U.S., which provides a 
basic military grant of $1.8 billion a year. In 
the past decade, Israel acquired billions of 
dollars in weapons and technology from U.S. 
companies and also joined the ranks of the 
world's top exporters of military items. Gov
ernment companies such as Israel Aircraft 
Industries and Rafael are among the prin
cipal exporters. 

American officials with access to ex
tremely sensitive information say IAI and 
Rafael and a third, government-owned com
pany, Israel Military Industries, are among 
the Israeli concerns listed in intelligence re-

ports as having made unauthorized transfers 
of U.S. technology. 

Rafael, they say, has sold its Python 3 air
to-air missile to China and Thailand and is 
suspected of having sold the missile to South 
Africa. The Python 3, they say, is listed in 
intelligence reports as having a "high de
gree" of U.S. technology and was adapted 
from the U.S. AIM-9L Sidewinder. 

ISRAEL TO CHINA TO ffiAQ 

China is Israel's largest arms customer, ac
cording to the officials. Officials say China, 
itself a major arms exporter, sells arms to 
Iraq, including its own version of the Python 
3, called the "PL-8." "That shows you how 
the system breaks down," says one senior of
ficial. "Once you let the genie out of the bot
tle, there are no controls." 

IMI, the officials say, has sold the Ma pats 
anti-tank missile to South Africa and Ven
ezuela, and is suspected of having sold it to 
China. The Mapats, intelligence reports 
show, is a close copy of the Hughes Aircraft 
Co. 's TOW-2 missile. Israel, they add, also 
has sold cluster bombs to Chile, South Africa 
and Ethiopia. Intelligence reports list many 
other systems, including aircraft, airborne 
electronic countermeasure systems and 
other sophisticated electronics equipment. 

Marvin Klemow, an IAI official in Wash
ington, said he couldn't comment on Mr. 
Funk's report or any allegations. An IMI of
ficial here declined comment and referred all 
questions to IMI officials in Tel Aviv, who 
weren't available last night. Rafael is part of 
Israel's defense ministry. 

Intelligence data reviewed by officials in
cludes a September 1990 report by the Tech
nology Transfer Intelligence Committee, a 
group representing several U.S. agencies and 
headed by the Central Intelligence Agency. 

The classified report, entitled "Israel: Mar
keting U.S. Strategic Technology," listed 
several countries-including South Africa, 
China, Venezuela, Chile, Ethiopia and Thai
land-to which Israel has sold weaponry al
legedly containing U.S. technology. The re
port's authors include officials from the CIA, 
the Defense Intelligence Agency, the Na
tional Security Agency, the National Secu
rity Council and the Federal Bureau of In
vestigation. 

IT' S THE LAW 

In many cases, re-exports of high-tech de
fense items acquired from U.S. sources are 
forbidden by the Arms Export Control Act, 
unless approved by the U.S. The law requires 
reports to Congress whenever the State De
partment receives reliable information on 
re-export violations. 

Some State Department officials in the bu
reau of politico-military affairs maintain 
that reporting requirements apply only to 
re-export violations that involve equipment 
furnished directly by the U.S. government 
and not on commercial transactions. More
over, they· argue, U.S. sanctions, including 
termination of military aid, can only be im
posed on violations that involve direct U.S. 
government sales. But Mr. Funk argues that 
sanctions can be imposed by the president as 
long as the items re-exported are on the offi
cial U.S. Munitions List, people familiar 
with his inquiry says. 

A senior State Department official says 
the CIA was especially helpful to Mr. Funk 
in his investigation. His auditors discovered 
that the CIA's intelligence reports on Israeli 
sale weren't widely circulated within the 
State Department. 

Indeed, Richard Clarke, assistant secretary 
of state in charge of the bureau of politico
military affairs, wasn't convinced by the in-
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telligence, although he occasionally filed 
protests with the Israeli government, accord
ing to three American officials. Mr. Clarke 
previously served as the department's Dep
uty Assistant Secretary for Intelligence and 
Research, which initially receives U.S. intel
ligence from other agencies and distributes 
it within the department. 

CRACK DOWN 

One government agency, the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency, has long been 
pressuring State Department licensing offi
cials to crack down on Israel. 

Last spring, the ACDA notified licensing 
officials that it wanted to review export ap
plications for U.S. components if they were 
to be used in certain Israeli weapons sys
tems, State Department records show. The 
notification covered more than a dozen sys
tems, including the Phalcon Awacs aircraft 
(Airborne Warning and Control System), a 
lethal unmanned aerial vehicle, surface-to
air missiles and anti-missile flares used in 
combat aircraft, the records show. Several li
cense applications were stopped as a result of 
ACDA's inquiry, a .U.S. official says. ACDA 
was among the agencies that cooperated 
with the inquiry by the State Department 
inspector general. 

The State Department's Office of Defense 
Trade Controls, which is part of the bureau 
of politico-military affairs, issues more than 
55,000 licenses a year for items on the U.S. 
Munitions List, and must enforce export 
laws, making sure that foreign end-users 
listed in license applications actually receive 
the items. In a 1989 inquiry, Mr. Funk's in
spectors found the office seldom did end-user 
checks to verify how the items were put to 
use, and the State Department reorganized 
t he office in Januar y 1990. 

Last spring, Mr. Funk sent his auditors 
back to see how the office was doing, and 
found a curious pattern. Reviewing licenses 
for shipments to several countries, they no
ticed t hat end-user checks has improved 
markedly, except in the case of Israel. In
deed, despite t housands of commercia l sales 
t o Israel, the State Department had done 
only three or four end-user checks on exports 
to that country-and none involved signifi
cant major weapons systems, according t o 
people familiar with the inquiry. 

The inspect or general 's auditors pulled t o
gether intelligence r eports on Israel arms ac
tivities and found r epeated inst ances where 
Israel was reported to have made unauthor
ized sales of U.S. technology, the people 
says. Further, they add, CIA officials briefed 
Mr. Funk, and State Department files con
tained a 1990 letter from William Webster, 
then the CIA director, confirming that U.S. 
intelligence on unauthorized Israeli sales 
was considered highly credible. 

Israeli officials have hinted in the past 
that they received tacit approval from the 
Reagan administration to re-export U.S. 
equipment without first seeking U.S. ap
proval, according to current and former U.S. 
government officials. The subject came up at 
high levels of the Defense Department in the 
mid-1990 after officials reviewed U.S. intel
ligence reports linking Israel to such 
schemes. 

This prompted Henry Rowen, then assist
ant secretary of defense for international se
curity affairs, to check out the story. He was 
told by former Defense Secretary Caspar 
Weinberger and Mr. Rowen's predecessor, 
Richard Armitage, that no such agreement 
had been made, these officials say. Mr. 
Rowen reported his findings to Defense Sec
retary Richard Cheney. 

In an interview, Mr. Armitage confirms 
there was no tacit understanding and says 

that more than once he told Israeli officials 
of American suspicions that Israel was di
verting U.S. technology. "I do recall cau
tioning Israeli military attaches that if I 
found proof that Israel was involved in di
verting technology, friendship aside, I would 
come down hard on the State of Israel," says 
Mr. Armitage, now a senior State Depart
ment official. 

[From the Jerusalem Post, July 12, 1991) 
POTENTIAL SOVIET OLIM ADVISED BY 

NEWCOMER TO DELAY PLANS 

(By Herb Keinon) 
More Soviet immigrants are advising 

friends and relatives to put off their aliya 
than are encouraging them to pack their 
bags and get on the next plane, according to 
a survey released yesterday. 

In addition, the survey found that the per
centage of Soviet immigrants satisfied with 
life in Israel has declined steadily since De
cember, although it is still above two-thirds. 

According to the survey, carried out by Dr. 
Aharon Fein of Jerusalem's Tazpit Research 
Institute, 37% of the new immigrants advised 
relatives to put off their aliya, as opposed to 
32% who are encouraging immigration now. 

Fully 15% of the respondents advised 
against Israel altogether, with 7% telling 
friends and relatives to stay in the USSR 
and 8% recommending emigration to a coun
try other than Israel. The other 16% were un
decided. 

The survey also found that about 68% of 
the new Soviet immigrants said they were 
either satisfied or very satisfied with life 
here, compared with 72% who responded posi
t ively to the same question in March, and 
75% in December. 

The survey also indicated that younger im
migrants were more satisfied here than el
derly newcomers, and also more likely to en
courage ot hers t o make aliya. Regarding the 
immigrants' expectations, t he survey found 
t hat 42% of the respondents said that life in 
Israel is worse than what t hey expected, 
while 6% said it is bett er and 52% sa id t hat 
Israeli realit y matched their expectations. 

The sur vey, carried out in June amount 809 
Soviet immigrants who arrived between Sep
tember 1989 and May 1991 , is one of a series 
the Taxpit Institute is conducting for var
ious governmental agencies on immigrant 
attitudes. 

Another study released yesterday, the Ab
sorption Ministry's statistical breakdown of 
immigrants who arrived in the first five 
months of the year, points to a continued 
trend among the new immigrants to live in 
the center of the country, despite massive 
building taking place in the south. 

According to Ministry figures, fully 47% of 
the 76,000 immigrants who arrived between 
January and the end of May settled in the 
Tel Aviv area; some 33% in Haifa and the 
north; 12% in Jerusalem; and 8% in the 
south. 

[From the Jerusalem Post, Nov. 8, 1991) 
WITH 52 PERCENT ADVISING TO DELAY ALIY A 
30 PERCENT OF SOVIET OLIM WANT OUT SOON 

(By Herb Keinon) 
Nearly 30% of the Soviet immigrants who 

have arrived since September 1989 would like 
to live elsewhere five years from now, ac
cording to a survey on immigrant attitudes 
released yesterday. 

According to the survey, conducted by the 
Tazpit Research Institute, nearly 10% of 
those surveyed said they would like to live 
in Western Europe, 7% said they would like 
to live in the U.S., 5% want to return to the 

Soviet Union and 7% want to move to other 
countries. But 71 % of the respondents said 
they want to continue living here. 

In addition, 52% of the new immigrants 
said that they are advising friends and rel
atives in the Soviet Union to delay their 
aliyas. This is a marked increase over an 
identical survey conducted in June, when 
37% of the immigrants advised relatives to 
remain in the Soviet Union. 

Aharon Fein, who conducted the survey in 
October among 809 Soviet immigrants, said 
that 22% of the respondents are advising 
friends and relatives to immigrate to Israel 
now, while 16% recommend going to another 
country, and 10% advise staying in the So
viet Union. In June the number who advised 
remaining in the Soviet Union was only 7%. 

Uri Gordon, head of the Jewish Agency's 
immigration and absorption department 
termed these findings "grave." "This indi
cates a wor.sening absorption crisis in Israel. 
The crisis in absorption is the main reason 
preventing a significant increase in the num
ber of immigrants," he said. 

Gordon said that barring, a dramatic 
change in absorption policy, Soviet immigra
tion-which now stands at just under 10,000 a 
month-will continue to slow down. 

Absorption Minister Yitzhak Peretz, how
ever, termed Gordon's charges "nonsense." 
He said that his ministry has also been care
fully following immigrant attitudes, and 
t hat in a survey published in August the 
ministry found that 90% of the immigrants 
said they would make aliya if they had to do 
it all over again. 

Peretz said that immigrants may be advis
ing against friends and relatives making 
aliya now merely because they don't want to 
be responsible if the immigrants encounter 
absorption problems, and not necessarily be
cause they themselves are unhappy here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BINGAMAN). Who yields t ime? 

Mr . KASTEN addressed t he Chair. 
The P RESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from Wisconsin is recognized. 
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I control t he 
time on t his side, regardless of m y po
sition for or against the r esolution. 

I support the r esolution of t he Sen
ator from New J ersey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection , it is so order ed. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR 
Mr. KASTEN. I ask unanimous con

sent that Senator GRAMM from Texas 
be named a cosponsor of the resolution. 

The . PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. If the Senator 

from Wisconsin will yield, I ask unani
mous consent to add Senator PELL as a 
cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
thought we would have the majority 
leader on the floor to clarify an under
standing. It is believed, if I may say, 
that a unanimous-consent agreement is 
going to be propounded that would 
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have a vote at a time certain. But, 
meanwhile, operating under the old 
rules, if the Senator from Wisconsin, 
who is handling the Republican side, 
wishes to speak, I yield. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I will 
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER] with the 
understanding that he follow the ma
jority leader who will speak at this 
time. 

Mr. SPECTER. I note the distin
guished majority leader is indicating 
an interest in seeking recognition at 
this point and I would be delighted to 
yield to him at this time, Mr. Presi
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote on 
adoption of Senate Resolution 277, 
occur at 7:40 p.m. today; further that 
once all time is used under the pre
vious order, any time until the hour of 
7:40 p.m., be equally divided and con
trolled in the usual form; that the pro
visions of the previous agreement re
garding disposition of Senate Resolu
tion 277 remain in effect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Sen
ators should therefore be aware that a 
vote will occur at 7:40 p.m. on the reso
lution. 

I thank our colleague for his cour
tesy. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
just to clarify, if the majority leader 
will yield, the Senator from Pennsylva
nia controls 10 minutes. That leaves, 
therefore, some extra time and if it is 
acceptable the Senator from Wisconsin 
and I will work out the distribution of 
that time according to the ti~e used 
and the time remaining. It comes out 
to approximately 80 minutes for' the 
Senator from Wisconsin and 50 minutes 
for this side. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, it is 
my understanding that the Senators 
from New Jersey and Wisconsin are on 
the same side on this issue so I think 
the allocation of time for the oppo
nents should be by someone who is op
posed to the resolution. 

Who is allocating the time currently 
for the opposition? 

Mr. KASTEN. If the majority leader 
will yield, I recently asked for unani
mous consent that I be allowed to con
trol time on our side, notwithstanding 
the fact I support the resolution of the 
Senator from New Jersey. There are, I 
believe, only a few people on our side 
who are opposed and I am going to be 
yielding to some people opposed some 
of my time and that has been allo-

cated. The Senator from West Virginia 
has spoken now in opposition to the 
resolution. I am trying to control the 
time recognizing people who are both 
opposed and in favor of, in effect trying 
to keep the train running on time. 

Mr. MITCHELL. If that is agreeable 
with the Republican leader it is agree
able with me. I do not have opposition 
to that. But the common practice is for 
someone to control time in opposition 
that he be someone in opposition. If 
the Republican leader is agreeable, 
then I have no objection. 

Mr. KASTEN. I thank the leader. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized 
for 10 minutes. · 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
listened with great interest to the en
tirety of the presentation of the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia, 
and in the course of the 10 minutes, I 
wish to reply to the observations ad
vanced by the Senator from West Vir
ginia. 

The bulk of time was spent on the 
issue of Israel's ability to pay. Not
withstanding a number of comments by 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia, I have this verbatim: 

"Proponents say we are risking noth
ing by guaranteeing loans to Israel, be
cause it has never defaulted on a loan 
to the United States Government." 
This, as best I can tell, is a true state
ment. 

Moving from that statement, ac
knowledging that Israel has always re
paid its obligations, I shall quote first 
of all from a General Accounting Office 
report dated February 12, 1992, refer
ring to the $10 billion loan guarantee 
request. "Israel's government will like
ly be able to fully service its external 
debt and to continue its past record of 
payments." 

I next, Mr. President, cite a report by 
Salomon Brothers in September of 1991 
in analyzing Israel's economic condi
tions and saying that Israel is consid
erably higher in credit quality than is 
generally understood. Salomon Broth
ers' report went on to say, "Israel's 
record of timely payments and no de
faults has establis}).ed it as a reliable 
long-term borrower in the inter
national credit market." 

I then cite a Bank of America report 
in 1991 which concluded in relation to 
economic issues defining Israel as a 
nonproblem country and after analyz
ing 10 recognized economic measures 
concluded on the strength of Israel's 
economy it ranked higher than the 
countries such as Australia, Canada, 
Denmark, and Finland. 

I would say, Mr. President, on the 
state of the record, and on the state of 
what expert evaluations have been ar
ticulated and what Israel's repayment 
record has been that Israel is indeed an 
excellent credit risk. 

Next the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia went to some length to 

point out the amount of aid Israel has 
received over the years. 

Mr. President, the foreign aid alloca
tion bears substantial familiarity to 
our national defense allocation. If you 
take a look at our support in the Mid
east and contrast that with our support 
in NATO, in NATO we have spent, in 
recent years, approximately $150 bil
lion contrasted to the Mideast of $5.1 
billion in foreign aid, $3 billion to Is
rael, and $2.1 billion to Egypt. 

I would suggest that the value re
ceived for United States' national in
terests from the Mideast is consider
ably more proportional in returned 
benefits than the 30 times amount of 
aid spent on NATO. And, when you 
take a look at the allocation between 
Israel and Egypt, and note the forgive
ness in excess of $7 billion to Egypt 
within the course of the past year, the 
allocation to Israel on United States 
national self-interest is very, very pro
found. 

When the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia makes a statement of 
concern about the form of the Israeli 
Government, and wonders about Isra
el's economic conditions for the future, 
I would point out that in 1985 Secretary 
of State Shultz, himself an expert in 
economic matters, negotiated with the 
State of Israel economic reforms that 
cut hyperinflation from a figure esti
mated to be about 800 percent down to 
about 20 percent. So if there is a con
cern as to Israel's internal economic 
situation, it may well be that there 
could be an arrangement worked out to 
satisfy any conditions which the Unit
ed States Government might have. So 
if economic fungibility considerations 
are really the reason for opposition to 
loan guarantees, that certainly is a ne
gotiable issue. 

When the Senator from West Virginia 
points out that immigration fell from 
450,000 in 1991 to 175,000 and there had 
been no adjustment in the figures, 
there again there might be an adjust
ment if that were to be a realistic fac
tor which separated U.S. policy in this 
respect. However, it should also be 
noted that the uncertain economic con
ditions in Israel as a result of the delay 
in loan guarantees are probably a sig
nificant factor in the drop in immigra
tion figures. 

When the Senator from West Virginia 
talks about two Patriot missile bat
teries having been allocated to Israel 
for $117 million, I would suggest that 
the United States of America has never 
made a better investment than that 
$117 million. 

Remember, Mr. President, too many 
people forget too fast, the State of Is
rael sustained 39 unanswered Scud mis
sile attacks. Its civilian population, its 
cities, were subjected to Scud missiles. 
Women and children were maimed, 
wounded, and killed. There was exten
sive property damage. Thankfully, the 
United States had provided those Pa-
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triot missile batteries which provided 
some protection, not total protection. 
There was still enormous damage
property damage and personal injury
and Israel absorbed a $3 billion loss on 
property damage and loss in tourism. 
Again, I challenge anyone to find a bet
ter United States investment of $117 
million when Israel agreed with United 
States policy not to respond to those 
missile attacks. 

Mr. President; when the Senator 
from West Virginia talks about sales of 
missiles to third countries, I would 
submit that that is largely 
unestablished. We have recently had a 
major controversy about an alleged 
sale to China. Israel opened up its bor
ders and opened up its facilities for an 
inspection and at the conclusion of 
that inspection, the statement was 
made by the Government of Israel that 
it was in total compliance with its ob
ligations and as yet there has been no 
statement by anybody in the United 
States contrary to that notion. 

Certainly, the willingness of the 
State of Israel to open its facilities for 
inspection, and the absence of finding a 
technology transfer violation certainly 
supports that kind of a conclusion. 

Mr. President, the statement by the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir
ginia deals only in minor part on the 
political considerations about the set
tlements on the West Bank. 

I would submit that when we are 
dealing with a humanitarian issue and 
a policy commitment which has been 
solid in the United States since 1974 
based on the Jackson-Vanik legisla
tion, that we ought not to impose po
litical conditions. When we consider 
what the security interests are for 
those Israelis who live on the proxim
ity of hostile Arab borders, we should 
recognize that they alone can deter
mine their own security interests. 

Mr. President, the totality of the 1 
hour argument by the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia boils down 
to a couple of issues. Is Israel likely to 
make a repayment? I think the answer 
is a resounding yes, but if there is any 
doubt and this has not been voiced by 
the United States Government, there 
could be negotiations as there were in 
1985 to shore up any concerns about Is
rael's ability to repay. 

When the Senator from West Virginia 
talks about a change in the cold war 
and claims that the strategic interests 
of the United States are now different, 
I would suggest today that Israel is 
still as valuable an ally as ever. The re
ality is that Iraq is still a major men
ace and there are simply no other pro
American democracies in this vital re
gion. Moreover, Israel was a major ally 
in the recent gulf war and Iraq and 
Libya continue to flaunt the rule of 
law in the United Nations. The con
cerns in the Mideast are still para
mount and what was a cold war with 
the Soviet Union erupted into a hot 

war with Iraq. I would argue that the 
value of Israel as a strategic partner is 
still very, very important and has not 
diminished. 

I believe that the approval of human
itarian loan guarantees for Israel for 
resettlement of Jews from the former 
Soviet Union is in the best interests of 
the United States. I strongly urge the 
administration to reconsider its oppo
sition to these vital loan guarantees 
and immediately approve Israel's re
quest without reservation or political 
linkage. 

While I applaud the efforts of Presi
dent Bush and Secretary Baker in 
bringing the Arabs and Israelis to the 
peace table, I am of the opinion that 
opposition to the loan guarantees re
quest endangers the peace process and 
removes the United States from the 
honest broker role. The longtime hu
manitarian cause of freedom for Jews 
of the former Soviet Union should not 
be linked to collateral political consid
erations, including settlements. More
over, Israel should not have to be com
pelled into making preliminary conces
sions on issues that can be addressed in 
bilateral negotiations with Arab dele
gations. 

It should be recalled that loan guar
antees were not previously a factor in 
the evolving Arab-Israeli peace proc
ess. The Arab countries invited to the 
conference accepted the original invi
tations without any concession by Is
rael to cease settlements. Also, we 
should remember that Israel abided by 
a special United States request not to 
bring up the loan guarantees issue last 
Spring while it was enduring 39 Scud 
attacks from Iraq without retaliation. 
The Israelis suffered over $3 billion in 
physical damage and a loss in tourism 
as a result of the attacks. Because of 
the Persian Gulf war, Israel agreed to 
the special administration appeal to 
wait until fall before making the loan 
guarantees request. This agreement 
was well known, and it was public 
knowledge for months that the Israelis 
would repeat the postponed request in 
September 1991. 

The reality of this situation is that 
the United States routinely grants for
eign governments loan guarantees 
without political linkage. In fact, a re
cent House Republican study commit
tee analysis concluded that over $12 
billion in United States guarantees 
were disbursed to Israel's Arab neigh
bors during the last 5 years, including 
$3.4 billion to Iraq. No Arab country 
was asked to recognize Israel or aban
don its illegal boycott of Israeli and 
Jewish products in order to receive 
loan guarantees. 

As the son of Russian Jewish immi
grants, for me the most distressing as
pect of the administration's rejection 
of the loan guarantees, is that it puts 
at risk the thousands of men, women, 
and children seeking refuge from anti
semitism and political uncertainty. No 

one knows when the doors will shut on 
emigration. The changes in the former 
Soviet Union have been rapid and the 
current government is still very unsta
ble. With the rise of nationalistic 
movements in Eastern Europe, virulent 
anti-Semitism has again been un
leashed and should not be underesti
mated as it was in the 1940's. 

There are many reasons why we 
should support loan guarantees for Is
rael. On the fiscal merits alone, the 
loan guarantees for Israel make good 
sense. Israel is one of the few nations 
that has never defaulted on a loan and 
maintains a highly favorable debt port
folio. Loan guarantees are not in the 
same category as the $7 billion in for
eign aid debt that the administration 
urged Congress to forgive earlier last 
session. Loan guarantees are not part 
of the foreign aid budget. By extending 
such guarantees, the U.S. Government 
would not in any way limit its ability 
to provide capital for domestic pro
grams. The guarantees would simply 
allow Israel to borrow at lower interest 
rates for longer periods of time. 

The proposed loan guarantees, allo
cated at $2 billion a year for the next 5 
years, would also have a positive im
pact on the U.S. economy. Much of the 
money borrowed is expected to come 
from the American banking commu
nity, who would benefit by servicing 
the loans. A major portion of the loan 
money would also be spent on Amer
ican builders and suppliers in the con
struction and housing industries, gen
erating tens of thousands of jobs for 
American citizens and revenue for 
American business. Judging from past 
experiences, the Government of Israel 
estimates that over $30 billion in goods 
and services will be imported from 
United States businesses. 

While the approval of the loan guar
antees is a winning proposition for the 
American economy, failure to approve 
them would be disastrous for Israel. 
Guaranteed loans are essential for Isra
el's absorption of immigrants, espe
cially since the Israelis are already 
heavily taxed to meet their national 
security needs. In 1991 alone, Israel will 
have to spend over 20 percent of its 
budget on immigrant absorption. The 
harsh reality is that former Soviet im
migrants are only permitted to leave 
with about $100 and a few belongings; 
the recently rescued Ethiopian Jews 
came to Israel with even less. Because 
of these circumstances, the cost to 
transport these immigrants to Israel, 
feed, house, and then assimilate them 
into the culture and economy is as
tounding. Estimates are that it will 
cost more than $50 billion to settle the 
immigrants. The situation is analogous 
to the United States absorbing some 60 
million people, or the entire population 
of France. 

The challenge of emancipating and 
resettling over 1 million Soviet and 
Ethiopian Jews has been a moral quest 
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for many in Congress over the years, 
including myself. Now that this histor
ical opportunity has finally arrived, we 
must meet the obligation of ensuring 
their welfare. To abandon the cause of 
these immigrants at this stage and 
link it to political considerations is 
immoral and just simply wrong. I sin
cerely hope that the administration 
will recognize the concerns of Congress 
and reconsider providing Israel with 
the loan guarantees it so desperately 
needs and deserves. 

To better communicate the urgency 
and the case for the loan guarantees, I 
have attached a summary of the fun
damental humanitarian and economic 
issues concerning the request; which I 
ask to have printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
LOAN GUARANTEES TO ISRAEL FOR RESETTLE

MENT OF SOVIET JEWRY: THE HUMANITARIAN 
AND ECONOMIC CASES 

HUMANITARIAN ISSUES 

Overwhelming refugee numbers: Israel is 
faced with the challenge of absorbing one 
million Soviet, Ethiopian, and other Jews in 
Israel during 1990--95. This is an additional 
25% to Israel's population-equivalent to the 
U.S. absorbing and providing for the whole of 
the population of France (60 million)! 

Resurgence in anti-semitism: Delaying loan 
guarantees jeopardizes the safety of thou
sands of Jewish refugees from the former So
viet Union and Eastern Europe who wish to 
emigrate to Israel. Instability and increased 
nationalism in Eastern Europe make resur
gence of violent anti-semitism a likely pros
pect and should never be underestimated. 

U.S. moral obligation: For years the U.S. has 
promoted the emigration of Soviet Jews to 
live in freedom. To reverse U.S. policy and 
risk this historic opportunity is a betrayal of 
morality. Political conditions should not be 
imposed on a humanitarian issue. The U.S. 
should respect the sovereign national secu
rity interests of Israel. Moreover, "linkage" 
to the settlement issue also undermines the 
U.S. role as an "honest broker" in the Arab/ 
Israeli peace process. 

Israel is a strong U.S. ally: While many Mid
Eastern countries have fluctuating alle
giances, Israel has always been a reliable 
U.S. friend and military ally in the region, 
especially in the Gulf War, when Israel re
frained from retaliation against Iraq despite 
39 Scud attacks. (Ironically, the Administra
tion earlier supported the proposition of $5.5 
billion in loan guarantees to Iraq) Israel is 
the only Democracy in the Middle East, pro
viding true religious pluralism, justice, and 
other basic freedoms for its people. 

Linkage to "settlements": Despite having a 
moral, legal, strategic, political and reli
gious claim to the "territories," Israel 
strictly adheres to restrictive guidelines on 
U.S. foreign assistance, and each year pro
vides a full, detailed report on the expendi
ture of all U.S. assistance (which will also 
hold true for the loan guarantees). 

It is wrong for the Administration to link 
the issue of settlements with the humani
tarian issue of Soviet refugees. As it stands 
now, less than 1 % of the already settled ex
iles from the former USSR have chosen to 
move to Judea and Samaria in the West 
Bank and Gaza communities. 

LOAN GUARANTEES-HOW THEY PROVIDE 
ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO AMERICA 

U.S. budget 
The U.S. taxpayer will not pay for this pro

gram. The only cost involved is a small per
cent to be set aside by law in the event that 
Israel cannot meet its debt obligations. Is
rael has indicated that it is prepared to 
cover this cost. This is starkly contrasted 
with the United States' forgiveness of 
Egypt's $7.5 billion debt in return for a 
minor role in the Gulf War, a debt forgive
ness paid for by the U.S. taxpayer! 

Exports!U.S. economy 
Estimates are that the net effect of the 

loan guarantees will be to stimulate an addi
tional $10-15 billion in U.S. exports to Israel 
for the period 1992-1996. The four U.S. indus
tries that will benefit the most are (1) min
eral, chemical and plastic, (2) misc. metals, 
(3) machinery and electrical equipment, and 
(4) transport vehicles (cars, airplanes, ships). 

Jobs 
The U.S. Dept. of Commerce estimates 

that for every $1 billion in U.S. exports, an 
additional 20,000 jobs are created in the U.S. 
Thus, an additional $2 billion in exports per 
year to Israel will create an additional 40,000 
jobs for U.S. workers. 

Investment/economic catalyst 
A major portion of the loan money would 

also be spent on American builders and sup
pliers in the construction and housing indus
tries, generating jobs for American citizens 
and revenue for American businesses. 

Already, a number of U.S. housing and con
struction firms, suffering from a depressed 
economy at home, have been awarded con
tracts in Israel. In 1990 alone, U.S. companies 
won 75% of tenders, leading to contracts 
worth an estimated $250 million. 

As a center of strong and steady economic 
growth, Israel has already attracted an ever
increasing number of U.S. businesses, includ
ing Intel, Toro, Microsoft, and Octel Commu
nications Corp., many of whom are steadily 
expanding their Israeli facilities. 

The U.S. financial and banking commu
nity, shaken by the S&L crisis, will benefit 
by servicing the loans to a country with such 
an immaculate credit history as Israel. As 
the GAO report indicates: "We believe that if 
the Congress authorizes the $10 billion in 
loan guarantees requested by the Israeli gov
ernment, the Israeli government will likely 
be able to fully service its external debt and 
to continue its past record of payment." 

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Massive cost of provisions: Israel's absorp
tion costs have eclipsed defense expendi
tures. $6 billion, or 20% of Israel's budget, is 
needed simply to provide adequate transpor
tation, housing, water, sewage, education 
and employment for these immigrants, most 
of whom are only allowed to emigrate with a 
few belongings and only $100 in cash. 

Unrelated to U.S. Gov't funds: Despite Sec
retary Baker's P.R. campaign to convince 
the American public so, these loan guaran
tees are not the same as foreign aid-Israel 
is neither requesting grants nor applying for 
loans. It merely requests guarantees which 
will enable it to raise the necessary funds in 
the private banking sector. No cash outlay is 
required, and the U.S. domestic programs 
will not be affected. 

Israel is a sound investment: Israel's debt 
repayment history is unblemished. It has a 
zero default record. Looking toward the fu
ture, the influx of immigrants will increase 
Israel's labor force by 36% by 1996, producing 
greater GDP growth rates, improved export 

capab111ties, and enhanced economic com
petitiveness. This helps ensure Israel's abil
ity to fully repay the loans. 

BACKGROUND STATEMENTS ON THE LOAN 
GUARANTEE ISSUE 

Jack Kemp (HUD Secretary): "It is not a 
political issue-it is a humanitarian issue, 
and this country owes it to Israel to help ... 
They need our help. I plan to see to it that 
Israel works out a compromise with America 
to get those loan guarantees to house the So
viet and Ethiopian Jews. . .. Of course, 
America first. But America first with friends 
and allies." 

Standard & Poor: "Israel's outlook is re
vised to positive from negative, reflecting a 
significant lessening of the external threat 
facing the nation ... . Over the next few 
years, the economy as a whole is set for 
rapid growth, involving significant invest
ment in housing and industry, as well as 
opening up new consumer markets." 

Salomon Brothers: "We believe that the 
State of Israel is considerably higher in cred
it quality than is generally understood ... 
Improved diplomatic relations between Is
rael and many foreign countries are expected 
to result in increased integration of the Is
raeli economy into world markets." 

Yoram Ettinger (Minister for Congr. Affrs., 
Israeli Embassy): "May the culmination of 
'Let My People Go' not be held hostage to 
the complexities of the unpredictable and 
violent nature of Mideast politics, as we 
hopefully move toward peace." 

William Brown (Former U.S. Ambassador 
to Israeli): "Israel asks neither for grants 
nor loans but rather for guarantees that will 
enable her to borrow funds needed for invest
ing in the rich human potential represented 
by the new immigrants, funds that will be 
expended to a considerable extent in our 
country. These guarantees will cost Amer
ican taxpayers next to nothing." 

Called loan guarantees "an essential ele
ment of a great humanitarian enterprise 
that has enjoyed bipartisan American sup
port-the rescue of Jews in danger." 

On American policy toward Israel: "It is 
not in our country's advantage to strong
arm the freely-elected Gov't of Israel into 
concessions it believes it cannot make. Nor 
is it in the American interest to jeopardize 
Israel's qualitative military edge by making 
available to Israel's Arab enemies the same 
high-tech equipment Isra,el has been receiv
ing from the U.S., such as the 72 F-15 fighter
bombers that the Pentagon is considering 
selling to Saudi Arabia." 

Frank Gaffney, Jr. (Former Deputy Ass't 
Secretary of Defense and coordinator of 
Committee on U.S. Interests in the Middle 
East): "We wish clearly to demonstrate that 
concerns about U.S.-Israeli relations and the 
security of our only democratic ally in the 
Middle East are not the exclusive interest of 
the American Jewish community. 
Though President Bush prides himself on 
pragmatism, his Administration's policy to
ward Israel is far from pragmatic." 

The U.S. "should not engage in pressure di
plomacy against Israel that may bring on 
the war we are hoping to prevent. This ap
plies in particular to efforts to foist on Israel 
territorial concessions.'' 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will who
ever controls the opposition time yield 
me 2 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 10 minutes has expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

· had made a commitment to the Sen-
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ator from Tennessee to yield 10 min
utes to him following the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. And if we could proceed 
in that order, I would be happy to dis
cuss it with the President pro tempore. 

Mr. BYRD. If the Senator would 
allow me, if the Senator would get the 
floor and would yield to me, then I 
would ask unanimous consent that I 
might have 1 minute, inasmuch as the 
distinguished Senator from Pennsylva
nia has made reference to the Senator 
from West Virginia a number of times. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I would certainly 
not have any problem with that. I am 
sure the Senator from Tennessee would 
be happy to yield to the chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, am I recog
nized? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Tennessee is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. GORE. I yield to the President 
pro tempore. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. SPECTER. I do not object, but I 
would like 30 seconds for rebuttal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
was no unanimous consent request 
posed. The Senator from West Virginia 
was recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I do not in
tend to debate this. The Senator from 
Pennsylvania may stand on his feet all 
afternoon if he wishes to debate it. I 
merely made my statement and I did 
not intend to direct my statement to 
any Senator in this body. 

But the Senator has called my atten
tion to the Scud attacks that occurred 
on Israel. And, of course, Israel sac
rificed, no doubt about that. But let us 
not forget that the United States sac
rificed far more. There were 28 Ameri
cans killed and 98 wounded in the Scud 
attack on February 24, 1991. That at
tack was on a United States position in 
Saudi Arabia. And all of those Ameri
cans who died and, as far as I know, all 
those who were wounded were from 
Pennsylvania. So, I state that for the 
record in view of the fact that the Sen
ator has reminded me of the Scud mis
sile attacks on Israel. 

Also, the Senator from Pennsylvania 
has mentioned the waiver of the Egyp
tian debt. Mr. President, on the vote 
which occurred on that matter, I voted 
against canceling Egypt's debt to the 
United States. But the distinguished 
Senator from Pennsylvania did not 
vote against the waiver. 

Mr. GORE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Tennessee is recognized. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the time just 
consumed not be charged against the 
time allocated to me by the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, I will now yield 
10 minutes to the Senator from Ten
nessee. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Tennessee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Tennessee is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. GORE. Thank you very much, 
Mr. President, and I thank my col
league from New Jersey for his gener
ous yielding of time to me. 

I rise in support of the resolution. I 
feel very strongly about this, Mr. 
President. 

The current exodus of Jews from 
Russia and other former Soviet Repub
lics is the fruit of a long American ef
fort, supported by both parties, wheth
er in or out of power at the White 
House, or in or out of power as the ma
jority of power in Congress. This is not 
just a victory for Israel. It is a victory 
for U.S. policy. That is why it is so 
deeply troubling that United States-Is
raeli relations are more strained than 
at any time in recent memory: worse 
still, that our relations are strained 
precisely over an issue, the housing 
loan guarantees, the outcome of which 
will weigh very heavily in determining 
whether Israel can readily absorb its 
returning people or will have to stag
ger under that burden for a long time 
to come. 

Despite all the publicity surrounding 
this issue, I doubt that most people 
fully realize the magnitude of the chal
lenge confronting Israel at this point 
in time. And although I am sure that 
all of my colleagues are fully current, 
perhaps it will not do any harm to 
sketch out the full dimensions. Accord
ing to a recent study by the Congres
sional Research Service, between Janu
ary 1990 and December 1991, Israel re
ceived 400,000 immigrants, mostly from 
the Soviet Union but also in substan
tial numbers from Ethiopia. Israel ex
pects between three quarters of a mil
lion to 1 million additional immigrants 
over the next 4 years. 

The cost to absorb these people is not 
$10 billion, but somewhere between $45 
and $50 billion: of which $10 billion is 
supposed to come in the form of loan 
guarantees-not grants, not loans from 
the United States but guarantees, a 
tiny portion of the cost of the loans 
themselves, a very tiny portion, attrib
utable for accounting purposes in the 
form of guarantees; then $10 billion 
from other nations; $5 billion from do
nations; and $25 billion from the na
tional budget of Israel, from its own 
citizens. 

The stakes here are immense. For Is
rael, this is nothing less than a defin
ing moment. With the access to credit 
that the United States can provide, Is
rael can not only house its new citizens 
but eventually harness their skills. The 
intellectual capital they bring with 
them, combined with the kinds of as
sistance we can provide with others, 
will enable Israel to burst forth as a 
great powerhouse of scientific and cul
tural talent. 

On the other hand, failure to meet 
this challenge means that the dream of 
Israel as the homeland for oppressed 
Jews cannot be met. Failure will create 
tens of thousands of Israeli citizens dis
affected from the Israeli state; not just 
the immigrants, but Israelis who are 
already in place whose lives are going 
to be powerfully influenced by this 
flood of new people. Failure will also 
result inevitably in a slowing of immi
gration from the former Soviet Union. 
Indeed, some few are already moving 
back. That could be tragic, and I would 
like to share with you a peculiar in
sight as to why. 

Recently, Radio Free Europe pub
lished the translation of an article 
from the newspaper Sovietskaya 
Rossiya. The article, referring to ef
forts by the Lubavich community to 
recover a collection of sacred texts 
from the former Lenin Library, 
claimed that the books contain proof of 
Jewish blood rituals involving the sac
rifice of Christians. As we all know, 
this is one of the deadliest slanders 
against the Jewish people, and its sur
facing at this time in a mass circula
tion newspaper is an extremely sober
ing matter. 

It reminds us that, despite the sub
stantial easing of conditions in Russia 
for Jews, and despite the fact that the 
Yeltsin government itself has done 
nothing to suggest that it is motivated 
by anti-Semitism, a murderous hatred 
of the Jewish people still exists within 
parts of Russian society. There is abun
dant evidence of it and it is extremely 
troubling. It also reminds us that there 
are people engaged in an effort to fan 
that hatred and to use it as the spark 
with which to burn down Russia's ex
periment with democracy. Should this 
come to pass, we already have some in
sight as to what might follow. I am 
sure many of you may have heard of 
Vladimir Zhirinovsky, a rabid anti
Semite who, as it happens, polled 6 mil
lion votes in the same election that 
made Boris Yeltsin Russia's President. 

What that tells me is that the Jews 
of Russia, who want to leave, should be 
able to leave at the fastest possible 
rate. The current improvements in 
their circumstances may be temporary. 
This is a historic moment. We should 
not be standing by and failing to take 
the minimal action to make it possible 
for these people to escape cir
cumstances that are extremely dan
gerous for them. It follows that Israel's 
ability to absorb such people at maxi
mum speed could turn out to be a very 
critical matter. 

And yet, at precisely this moment, 
the Bush administration and the gov
ernment of Prime Minister Shamir are 
in bitter deadlock. As of February 24, 
when the Secretary of State testified 
on this matter, the U.S. Government's 
position is very stark. It can be para
phrased as follows: First, if Israel 
agrees to completely stop any settle-
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ment activity, the administration 
would support loan guarantees of up to 
S2 billion a year for 5 years; however, if 
Israel only halts new construction, but 
continues to develop old construction, 
then the administration will support 
no more than Sl billion a year, with 
provision to deduct money spent on 
finishing old construction from the $1 
billion. 

That in my view is a drastic position, 
and the administration has insisted 
upon it despite efforts by Senator 
LEAHY and Senator KASTEN to reach a 
compromise well within the orbit of 
the administration's intentions. 

What brought the Bush administra
tion to this point? Ironically, it was 
the search for peace in the Middle East. 
Like all of its predecessors since 1967, 
the present administration believes 
that Jewish settlement in the occupied 
territories is an obstacle to peace. In
deed, the administration holds that 
Jewish settlement is not only unwise 
but seems close to holding the idea 
that it is a violation of international 
law. I could spend a lot of time on the 
fine points. There is a credible legal 
case, advocated by no less an authority 
than former Yale Law school dean Eu
gene Rostow, that a Jewish right of 
settlement in the West Bank has ex
isted without interruption since the 
British mandate over Palestine under 
the League of Nations. There is a 
counterargument to the claim that Is
rael is violating the fourth Geneva 
Convention, which holds that the occu
pied territories do not fall within its 
sphere. And there is a very compelling 
reading of U.N. Resolution 242, accord
ing to which one would conclude that 
whatever "Land for Peace" means, it 
does not mean the return of all the oc
cupied lands to Palestinian control, 
nor does it mean Palestinian sov
ereignty. 

But the core of the matter is power 
politics. One can understand that the 
administration would not want to ap
pear to be in lock-step with the Shamir 
government and still be able to urge 
the Arab states and the Palestinians to 
come to the conference table. But there 
is a line between the administration's 
wanting to distinguish American pol
icy from that of the Shamir govern
ment on the one hand, and an attempt 
to use American financial leverage in 
an attempt to break the will of the 
people of Israel in this matter on the 
other hand. There is a line between the 
administration's wanting to get the 
Arabs to begin to negotiate with Israel, 
and trying to pry out of Israel conces
sions that ought only to be made by Is
rael herself in return for values offered 
by the Arab side. 

In my view, the administration has 
crossed those lines, and is in effect ex
pressing the Palestinian point of view 
in this matter. They have overshot the 
goal of presenting themselves as an 
honest broker to all sides and have 

skidded into the Palestinian camp on 
this question. In this, I do not think 
the Congress supports the administra
tion. But neither does the Congress 
presently have any means to break this 
stalemate on its own. 

In other areas of the negotiations, 
other areas, to give credit where it is 
due, the administration's vision has 
been steadier. I believe it is to their 
credit that they have criticized the 
Palestinian attitude in the last round 
of talks as being essentially frivolous. 
Israel came to the table ready to open 
a dialog about some form of limited au
tonomy. That is what Camp David pro
vided. It is what the terms of reference 
of the negotiations provided. Clearly, 
the Palestinians were of a mind to 
spend their time angling for a sov
ereign Palestinian state. That kind of 
outcome is not in the cards, unless Is
rael herself were to offer it someday for 
her own reasons. It certainly is not in 
the cards to be part of the outcome of 
this negotiation. The hallmark of Pal
estinian seriousness is to negotiate on 
the subject of limited autonomy. It is 
good that the administration has made 
that clear. 

I also would add that it is a relief to 
see the administration finally come to 
full alert about Syria's drive, evidently 
with the help of Iran, to acquire ad
vanced Scud missiles from North 
Korea. For too long, the administra
tion has indulged Syria with the same 
mild eye it once turned on Iraq. In my 
opinion, Syria will pursue peace only 
so long as it thinks that war is not an 
option. If Syria has reason to change 
that view, by virtue of the prolifera
tion of these missiles or other ad
vanced weapons, that equation will 
change. So the current awakening is 
late, and in this instance, the North 
Korean ship has eluded us. But at least 
one can welcome the administration's 
heightened awareness. 

Nevertheless, the administration's 
own conduct in the matter of the loan 
guarantees encourages the Palestinians 
to believe that the United States can 
be dragged in to reinforce their de
mands. That is a dangerous position, 
and the President should get out of it. 

It is critical to the cause of peace 
that the administration do this. With 
the Soviet Union no longer a factor, 
the United States alone has the ability 
to nurture the peace process. The ad
ministration's evident hostility toward 
the Shamir government, which after 
all does legitimately represent the peo
ple of Israel, is suggesting to the Arab 
governments and the Palestinians that 
they need not exert themselves to ob
tain the goal of peace. Instead, they 
will believe that nearer at hand-and 
much to be preferred-is the goal of 
breaking the United States-Israeli en
tente and of shattering Israel's base of 
support in the United States. I do not 
believe that this support is nearly that 
fragile, but am speaking here of an 

Arab perspective, which might well be 
distorted by excessive optimism on 
their part, encouraged by the adminis
tration's bitter treatment of Israel. 

For those and other reasons I strong
ly and enthusiastically support this 
resolution and I hope it will be adopted 
with a solid vote on both sides of the 
aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, from 
1867 to 1914, 20 million immigrants 
came to America looking for oppor
tunity and freedom, and they found 
both. Israel is trying to do in 5 years 
what the United States of America, in 
proportional terms, took ·45 years to 
do. It is going to be a very difficult 
task under the best of circumstances. 
It is going to be difficult to absorb 
roughly a projected 25-percent increase 
in population in 5 years. 

Mr. President, I want to remind our 
colleagues here today that although 
there are many elements involved in 
the loan guarantee issue, and despite 
disputes having to do with the peace 
process and settlements, that what we 
are talking about here is people. We 
are talking about people who, for the 
first time in their lives, as they leave 
the former Soviet Union, have an op
portunity to use their God-given tal
ents to advance themselves and to ad
vance their families in freedom in Is
rael. 

I want both the Government of the 
United States and the Government of 
Israel to redouble their efforts to work 
out their differences and ensure that 
this loan guarantee goes through. In 
doing so, they will make it possible for 
a million people to enjoy opportunity 
and freedom. In the process, this will 
enrich Israel, creating an economic 
base that will generate capital for the 
purchase of exports from the United 
States to Israel as a result of this ab
sorption process. Markets will be cre
ated that could generate up to 400,000 
new jobs in the United States and 
thereby guarantee that the United 
States will benefit from the economic 
expansion that will occur. 

I ask both our Government and the 
Government of Israel to remember that 
amid all of the differences that exist, 
as we look at disputes over issues that 
are important, that the loan guarantee 
question is ultimately about people 
and about their aspiration to freedom 
and opportunity. I hope that we will be 
able to work out these differences. 

I want to state here on the floor of 
the Senate my strong support for doing 
what we have to do to make these loan 
guarantees a reality. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Wiscon
sin? 
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Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I yield one of the parties and no comparable 

to the Senator from Washington [Mr. concessions on the part of the other 
GORTON], 10 minutes. . party. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How This country, this administration, 
much time was that? simply has not acted as a facilitator. It 

Mr. KASTEN. Ten minutes. has taken the part of one side and iron-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- ically it has taken the part of the side 

ator from Washington is recognized for which dislikes the United States, has 
10 minutes. created turmoil in the Middle East and 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I regret has refused consistently over the last 
that the debate over Israeli loan guar- several decades to work for peace it
antees has reached this pass. I voted self. 
with some reservations for the continu- My own preference, Mr. President, 
ing resolution an hour or so ago. I will would have been that we a.cted as that 
vote for this resolution. honest broker without imposing pre-

Nevertheless, every Member of this conditions on either side. But if we 
body, whether he or she votes for or were going to do so, they should have 
against this resolution, knows that it been balanced conditions, and the only 
will have little, if any, impact on driv- conditions as profound as this request 
ing us toward a solution to the chal- for a cessation of settlement activity 
lenge presented to us by the request for on the other side would either be the 
loan guarantees by the State of Israel. end of the entire Arab boycott against 

Mr. President, I supported the entire Israel or the formal recognition by the 
$10 billion guarantee which was a rea- various Arab nations backing the Pal
sonable response to an unprecedented estinians of the existence of Israel and 
challenge in the history of both the the extension of the trading of Ambas
former Soviet Union and of the State sadors between those nations. 
of Israel. These conditions, of course, are at 

Even though I supported that or1g1- the heart of the peace process itself, 
nal unlimited guarantee, I have noth- and certainly further settlements 
ing but admiration for the distin- should not have been required to be 
guished Senators from Vermont and given up by Israel until at least one 
from Wisconsin who attempted to work and perhaps both of these conditions of 
out a compromise which must have the other side were equally imposed by 
moved 80 or 85 percent from the posi- the United States. 
tion which the Senator from Wisconsin Finally, Mr. Pr:esident, it seems clear 
first took, toward that of the adminis- to me that the very settlement policy 
tration. itself was an incentive rather than an 

I am deeply sorry that the adminis- impediment to peace; that if settle
tration was unwilling to agree to that ments are frozen, we will simply have 
compromise. taken almost all of the incentives away 

I say all of this, Mr. President, be- from the Palestinians and their allies 
cause I believe that the administra- from engaging in serious negotiations 
tion's position to be bad policy, as a toward a permanent peace. It is the 
matter of substance, and to be a seri- very fact that they were losing lands 
ous impediment in the search for peace which they claimed were their own 
in the Middle East. which required them seriously to seek 

In the view of this Senator, Mr. out these negotiations and, in the ab
President, Israelis have a perfect right sence of our conditions, seriously to 
to settle on the West Bank. Israel is pursue them. 
taking in a number of immigrants al- So, in summary, Mr. President, the 
most unprecedented in the history of policies of the United States have not 
any other nation in the history of the only been wrong in substance but I 
world as a proportion of its original .think have provided a lack of incentive 
population. It lives in a handful of to the creation of a permanent peace in 
square miles, hugged up against the the Middle East. 
coast of the Mediterranean. It is sur- Mr. President, I deeply regret we are 
rounded by enemies who have offered not going ahead with the substance of 
almost no compromise whatsoever with loan guarantees. I support this resolu
its quest for security and for existence. · tion as an expression of the vast major-

The fact that people from the State . ity of the Members of the Senate of the 
of Israel, both original settlers and new United States, but we are substituting 
immigrants from Russia, are settling form for substance, and I deeply regret 
unoccupied portions of the West Bank that action. 
is, in the view of this Senator, both The effects of this decision will ex-
legal and appropriate. tend beyond our refusal to help a vital 

But beyond that, Mr. President, this ally in its absorption process-in as
policy of the United States denying suming this uncompromising stand, we 
these loan guarantees unless the settle- have also slowed the peace process. I 
ment policy is frozen in its entirety de- not only believe that we should not 
parts very profoundly from the appro- have conditioned the guarantees upon 
priate position of an honest broker stopping the settlements in the occu
seeking peace. We should not be in the pied territories, but that Israel's abil
position of requiring a unilateral con- ity to continue settling these terri
cession on a major point on the part of tories will speed the peace process. 

Mr. President, these Middle East 
talks represent an unprecedented op
portunity for peace in this region be
cause extraordinary events have 
brought once reluctant parties to the 
negotiating table. The Palestinians 
came out of necessity. In the past few 
years, they have lost Soviet assistance 
in their struggle against Israel and the 
United States, they have lost much 
Arab backing by supporting Saddam 
Hussein, and they have watched the 
flow of thousands of Soviet Jews into 
Israel, and anticipated their settlement 
in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. 

The people who occupied the East 
Bank from 1948 to 1967 were unwilling 
to negotiate peace because they had 
little incentive to do so. They had So
viet and Arab backing, and little cause 
to expect that others would settle their 
land. Last October, the Palestinians 
approached Madrid with a decidedly 
different attitude. They had lost Arab 
and Soviet patronage and had watched 
the erection of 170 Israeli settlements 
in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. 

These circumstances have made the 
conference, and a peace settlement, 
possible. Curtailing Israeli develop
ment provides the Palestinians-a peo
ple who were against us in the gulf 
war, and who still espouse terrorism
wi th another patron, and removes their 
incentive to negotiate. As a broker, we 
should see that the process provides 
sufficient incentive to keep the parties 
engaged. Settlements in the occupied 
territories provide much of that incen
tive. 

Already, the Palestinians realize the 
alternatives afforded them by our pol
icy. In September, they approached 
Madrid with a hard opening position: 
they talked of a Palestinian Self-Gov
ernment Authority which would con
trol executive, legislative and judicial 
powers in the occupied territories and 
would permit no Israeli security forces 
once the authority was established. 
They had not, however, thought of con
ditioning negotiations on a settlement 
freeze. Seven months later, by which 
time we had hoped for serious progress 
on the form of an interim government, 
the Palestinians have moved backward, 
suggesting that their interim govern
ment have a foreign policy, and, 
unsurprisingly, that American-sub
sidized development in the occupied 
territories will end their participation 
in discussions. I am confident that the 
Palestinians and Israelis would be clos
er to peace had the United States 
quietly and unconditionally offered the 
loan guarantees in September. We 
made demands of substance on the Is
raelis; we made no comparable de
mands on the Palestinians and their al
lies. We are the cause of the inevitable 
stalemate. 

Furthermore, as brokers we have 
done Israel a disservice by bringing the 
issue of settlements into these first 
three stages of negotiations. The talks' 
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agenda, which comes from a 
prenegotiated Camp David framework, 
dictates that discussions should now 
center only on the interim manage
ment of the territories, and that final 
status not be discussed until that in
terim government has been established 
for 3 years. Our demand for a settle
ment freeze began discussions on the 
final status of these territories and 
therefore began this process with its 
most controversial issue. We assured 
Israel that discussion on final status 
would not begin for at least 3 years, 
but before the talks had begun, we had 
implicitly asked for a compromise on 
settlements. 

The most recent proposal to extend 
the guarantees took into account the 
President's aversion to financing set
tlements in the West Bank and Gaza 
Strip. It included a penalty, or deduc
tion, for any development in those ter
ritories and gave the President author
ity to revoke $9 billion of the $10 bil
lion requested. The bill was fashioned 
to concede to the President's position 
on settlements, so that we might ex
tend some assistance to Israel in its ab
sorption process. 

Mr. President, 400,000 Soviet Jews 
have arrived in Israel since 1989 and an 
additional 1 million are expected in the 
next 5 years. The estimated cost to Is
rael is $26.5 billion. Without the guar
antees, Israel's unemployment could 
rise substantially. Even those reluc
tant to finance settlements in the oc
cupied territories should nonetheless 
consider the enormity of Israel's task 
and extend what support is possible. In 
this case, that would be support that 
could not be spent on developing the 
West Bank and Gaza Strip. I regret 
that we have just missed such an op
portunity. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WELLSTONE). Who yields time? 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. MACK]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida is recognized. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the resolution on 
loan guarantees for Israel before us 
today and want to congratulate both 
the Senator from New Jersey and the 
Senator from Wisconsin for putting 
this resolution forward at this time. 

I support the resolution because I be
lieve that we should finish what we 
started so many years ago and, in es
sence, an obligation, a moral obliga
tion, on our part to do so. This is not 
an issue about settlements, per se, it is 
not an issue about economics and spe
cific dollar amounts and technical 
legal requirements that might be relat
ed to loans and loan guarantees. This is 
an issue about people. Let me just re
late to you a conversation that I had in 
Israel not too long ago with Benjamin 

Netanyahu, Deputy Minister of the 
Government of Israel. What Mr. 
Netanyahu said was if we are not care
ful, the world could find itself in a pe
riod like back in 1939, when the warn
ing signs, the signals were all there, 
the feeling of hatred, potential con
flict, signs being carried in the former 
Soviet Union that say: ''Today the Ar
menians, tomorrow the Jews." 

Benjamin Netanyahu says, in es
sence, the Jews of Russia are living 
next to a volcano. Natan Sharansky, in 
a separate meeting on my trip to Is
rael, indicated that 50 percent of all 
the entrepreneurs in Russia today are 
Jews who are successfully making 
their way in this new society where 
freedom and capitalism are just begin
ning. 

As a result of their· success, they are 
finding themselves subject, once again, 
to the hatred and envy with which the 
Jews of Russia are all too familiar. Un
fortunately, the messages that are 
coming back to those people from Rus
sian Jews who have already gone to Is
rael is that it is a great country, one 
that will provide you freedom and op
portunity, but now is not the time to 
come because you might not be able to 
get a job, and you should wait until 
there is a place for you. And what the 
United States is doing with its policy 
is sending a second message that says: 
"Now is not the right time to come." 

My concerns are, what if we do have 
an explosion of that volcano? What 
then would happen to those hundreds 
of thousands of Jews who have not been 
able to leave Russia and come to Is
rael? Benjamin Netanyahu put it best: 
The issue is no longer an issue about 
immigration, it is an issue about evac
uation. 

The United States ought to provide 
the guarantee for those loans to make 
sure that the Jews of Russia will not 
hesitate and this evacuation can, in 
fact, take place. 

Mr. President, U.S. policy that links 
settlements and loan guarantees, in my 
opinion, is immoral and should be re
versed. Israel should not back down 
one iota on settlements, on Gaza, on 
Judea, on Samaria outside of the nego
tiations with her neighbors. What hap
pens in those cases should be the end 
result of negotiations between Israel 
and Jordan, Israel and the Palestin
ians, Israel and its Arab neighbors, not 
between Israel and the United States. 

So, Mr. President, again, I rise in 
strong support of this resolution, and I 
hope that Senators on both sides of the 
aisle will support it overwhelmingly, 
because it is important we send a mes
sage that we are in full support of the 
people of Israel and their desire to sup
port Soviet Jews in Russia, and giving 
them the opportunity to come to Is
rael. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. NICKLES]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I com
pliment Senator MACK of Florida for 
his statement and also Senator GoRTON 
from Washington for his statement. I 
echo their comments. I also wish to 
compliment Senator KASTEN and Sen
ator LAUTENBERG for their leadership 
on this resolution. 

It disappoints me that we did not do 
something on the continuing resolu
tion that passed today because, frank
ly, I think we should have. The need is 
there now. We have had hundreds of 
thousands of Soviet Jews since 1989 
who have emigrated to Israel, I believe 
something like 400,000. There are hun
dreds of thousands of other Soviet Jews 
who wish to emigrate to Israel, a very 
small country that needs some help. 

Many of us for years have been urg
ing the Soviets to allow Jews to emi
grate to Israel. Now that that oppor
tunity is there we feel some obligation 
to assist, not to pay for it, not to pay 
for half of it, not to pay for a third of 
it, but to provide some loan guarantees 
as a way in which we can help. The na
tion of Israel is going to be ultimately 
responsible for the settlements and 
taking care of this massive flow of new 
immigrants into Israel. These immi
grants are, in a way, returning to the 
homeland as a result of commitments 
that go all the way back, if you read 
the Old Testament, to covenants made 
to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. 

Many people say there should not be 
settlements on the West Bank and 
therefore we cannot give any loan 
guarantees unless Israel agrees to 
freeze settlement activity in the occu
pied territories. I think that is a mis
take. I do not think there should be a 
linkage between settlements and loan 
guarantees. I, for one, am not troubled 
by the settlements. Other people are 
opposed to settlements. Other people 
say the question of settlements should 
be left up to negotiation. 

I particularly object to linkage be
tween loan guarantees for assisting ref
ugees moving back to Israel and a 
freeze on settlements in East Jerusa
lem. I think linkage is a serious mis
take, one that I regret has been made 
and one I hope will be changed. I also 
hope there will continue to be negotia
tions with this administration. I am 
still hopeful that yet at some point 
this year we might work out a package 
that is both acceptable to the adminis
tration and to Congress and to Israel, 
one that will help settle hundreds of 
thousands of Soviet Jews who wish to 
emigrate to Israel. 

I wish to make one additional com
ment, Mr. President. I do not think the 
United States should indirectly use 
pressure to force Israel into territorial 
concessions in any way, shape, or form. 
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I know I have heard the administration 
say they do not have any desire to do 
that, but I am troubled by the posture 
that we are now in as a result of pres
suring Israel to freeze settlements. I 
think that is a mistake. I think we 
have a commitment, an obligation to 
help our friend and ally in this area, I 
might say one of our best friends and 
allies. 

I might add that Israel showed great 
tolerance and patience at our request 
in the Persian Gulf war a year ago not 
to respond to the Scud attacks on Is
rael, including Tel Aviv and other 
cities. I might mention I was in Israel 
a week before that war started. Frank
ly, I was surprised that Israel showed 
such great restraint. We might remem
ber that our Secretary of State Mr. 
Baker, Mr. Eagleburger and others, 
strongly urged them not to respond, or 
to retaliate against Iraq for the Scud 
missile attacks. They did not do so. Is
rael proved to be a very steadfast ally 
to the United States, which they have 
been since their re-creation in 1948. 
And despite Israel's steadfast support 
for the United States in the Persian 
Gulf war since the beginning of the 
peace talks I think we have given a lot 
more criticism and a lot more pressure 
toward Israel than we have other par
ties to the negotiations. I regret that. 

I hope maybe we will have a change 
in administration policy and one that 
will help make this loan guarantee pos
sible for Jewish immigrants returning 
to their native land of Israel. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Rhode Is
land [Mr. CHAFEE]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 

MOVING TO HIGHER GROUND 
Mr. CHAFEE. Yesterday, Governor 

Clinton, in New York City in an ap
pearance before the Jewish Community 
Relations Council, charged that the 
Bush administration has "ever so sub
tly * * * broken down the taboo 
against overt anti-Semitism." 

The impression Governor Clinton 
clearly and not so subtly wanted to 
convey was that the Bush administra
tion is anti-Semitic. 

This is a disgusting charge, and Gov
ernor Clinton does the voters a disserv
ice with such tactics. 

No one cares if Governor Clinton des
perately wants to ingratiate himself 
with one group of voters or another, 
but to advance his cause by charging 
President George Bush with anti-Semi
tism leaps into not only the area of 
total falsehood but also crosses any 
bounds of decency. 

Mr. Clinton may wish to reverse the 
position of every administration in the 
past 20 years by condoning expansion 
of Israeli settlements in the occupied 

territories-that is his choice. It is not 
the choice of President Bush, who 
strongly and correctly believes that 
the settlements are an obstacle to 
peace and that U.S. guarantees should 
not be used to further these obstacles. 

The American people are clamoring 
for a serious discussion about the prob
lems that face our Nation. But what 
type of political discourse is Governor 
Clinton engaging in? Have we reached 
the point in American politics where 
policy differences cannot be debated 
without ascribing religious, racial, eth
nic, or gender prejudice? 

Let us give the voters of New York, 
and across the country, more credit. 
Let us debate the issues, aggressively if 
need be. But let us not stifle debate 
with reckless accusations and charges 
of bias. 

It is time for Governor Clinton to 
move to higher ground. 

SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARD
ING LOAN GUARANTEES FOR 
REFUGEE RESETTLEMENT IN IS
RAEL 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the resolution. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Now, Mr. President, I 

join with many of my colleagues in 
voting for the Lautenberg resolution. I 
would like to comment on what I be
lieve the term "appropriate" means, 
where the language is "the United 
States Government should support ap
propriate loan guarantees to Israel . for 
refugee absorption." I would like to 
comment on what the term "appro
priate" means and what I hope we will 
see occur in the Middle East in the 
coming years. It should be stated that 
loan guarantees for Israel are needed to 
help absorb the hundreds of thousands 
of Jewish refugees from the former So
viet Union and Ethiopia. 

It is my desire that these refugees 
have homes in which to live, schools in 
which to learn, roads on which to 
drive, and jobs at which to work. This 
we can all agree upon. It would seem 
that we also should be able to agree 
upon finding some way to bridge the 
gap between Israel and its Arab neigh
bors in order to reach a lasting peace 
accord in this troubled and volatile re
gion. Secretary of State James Baker 
has clearly outlined the American pol
icy of linking the granting of loan 
guarantees to the cessation of con
struction of new housing in the Israeli 
occupied territories of the West Bank 
and Gaza strip. I believe this to be a 
reasonable and prudent approach. This 
approach is not intended, as some have 
suggested, . to manipulate the Israeli 
elections or unilaterally impose condi
tions on Israel without any conditions 
on Arab countries. After all, the Amer
ican Government has consistently held 
that unilateral settlement construc
tion is counterproductive to the Middle 
East peace process. Why is this the 

case? The answer is that building set
tlements makes it more difficult tone
gotiate a peace with the Arab countries 
and with the Palestinians. The United 
States cannot and should not tell Is
rael it must return the occupied terri
tories. 

That issue must be resolved through 
negotiations between the various par
ties. The critical question here is how 
can there be negotiations on the final 
status of the occupied territories if Is
rael has virtually annexed the terri
tories because of its settlement con
struction? That is the question, Mr. 
President, 

Clearly, without a settlement freeze, 
these loan guarantees will free up Isra
el's own money so that the settlement 
construction can continue at a brisk 
pace. 

The resolution states that "appro
priate loan guarantees" should be 
granted. To me, "appropriate" means 
that the United States should hold 
firm to its position and not grant any 
loan guarantees until the Israeli gov
ernment agrees to stop all new settle
ment construction in the occupied ter
ritories. 

"Appropriate" also means, Mr. Presi
dent, that the details of the program be 
rational. In other words, the amount of 
the loan guarantees should be tied to 
the actual number of refugees going to 
Israel. In recent weeks, far fewer Jew
ish immigrants have been arriving in 
Israel than had been previously esti
mated. We must not remain locked in 
at any particular amount of loan guar
antees. Common sense suggests that we 
should carefully examine Israel's needs 
relative to the actual number of refu
gees arriving. 

In addition, Mr. President, the reso
lution states: 

Whereas the General Accounting Office 
found that 'if the Congress authorizes the $10 
billion in loan guarantees requested by the 
Israeli Government, the Israeli Government 
will likely be able to fuily service its exter
nal debt and to continue its past record of 
containment.' 

I, too, have read the GAO report, and 
this resolution leaves out some critical 
language. The language, which said as 
follows: 

* * * the Israeli Government will likely be 
able to fully service its external debt and to 
continue its past record of payment under 
most foreseeable circumstances. However, 
the large size of the guarantees makes them 
more risky to the U.S. Government. The 
level of risk involved, if these loans are guar
anteed to Israel, will depend to a great ex
tent on Israel's implementation of its ab
sorption plans and the economic reforms 
urged on it by U.S. and Israeli experts. The 
more fully and rapidly the reforms are 
adopted and the more closely Israel follows 
its strategy to employ new immigrants in 
the private sector rather than in the public 
sector, the stronger Israel's ability to repay 
the loans will be. 

I hope, Mr. President, that Israel will 
adopt these economic reforms as sug
gested by their own experts. 
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I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. LA UTENBERG. Mr. President, 

will the Senator from California with
hold while I put an inquiry to Senator 
CHAFEE, the last speaker? 

I ask the Senator if he thinks that 
before we ask the Israelis to refrain 
from any further settlements, that we 
should ask those Arab countries who 
have declared war on Israel to remove 
that declaration? Or does he think that 
the Israelis ought to freeze their settle
ments before her neighbors end their 
declaration of war and say they no 
longer intend to destroy Israel? 

Mr. CHAFEE. It was my hope, Mr. 
President, that the Arab nations would 
remove their declaration of war. This 
is a matter that is part of the negotia
tions that we hope will take place; and 
indeed, the negotiations are underway, 
as the distinguished Senator thor
oughly knows. He is very familiar with 
those. 

But the point that we are making 
here is that if the West Bank and the 
Gaza strip are fully settled, there is no 
chance of negotiating philanthropies, 
as the Senator fully knows. My fear is, 
and the fear of this administration
and the fear, I might say, of every 
other prior administration, Republican 
or Democrat-is that the subject will 
be foreclosed, and that one of the great 
opportunities to achieve a lasting 
peace in that area will have been lost 
through these settlements. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
will accept whatever time was required 
to be charged to my time allocation. 

I just wanted to hear the Senator ex
press himself on the declaration of war. 
And I will now relinquish the floor. 

Mr. KASTEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 
Mr. KASTEN. I yield 4 minutes to 

the Senator from California [Mr. SEY
MOUR]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from California is recognized. 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, thank 
you. 

First, Mr. President, let me thank 
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon
sin [Mr. KASTEN] for his leadership on 
this issue, and Senator LAUTENBERG, 
who has been a very forceful leader on 
the Israeli housing loan guarantee 
issue. 

Mr. President, I would respectfully 
disagree with my distinguished col
league from Rhode Island. Although I 
find many areas that he and I agree on, 
in this particular issue we are far from 
agreement. 

Although, Mr. President, I rise in 
strong but disappointed support for 
this resolution on the concept of hous
ing loan guarantees for the State of Is
rael, my support is strong because the 
measure before us outlines a clear se
ries of principles regarding the moral 

and humanitarjan nature of this issue. 
But it is equally disappointing because 
Congress and the administration failed 
to reach a workable agreement on the 
extension of these loan guarantees that 
ultimately would not have cost the 
American taxpayers a single penny. 

Furthermore, the effort to achieve 
any compromise failed during a critical 
year for Israeli Government and soci
ety. Early this summer, the Israeli 
electorate will vote in parliamentary 
elections that many observers view as 
a referendum on how the Jewish state 
should address the interwoven issues of 
peace, land, and security. At the same 
time, our State Department impru
dently sought to link the matter of 
housing loan guarantees for Soviet and 
Ethiopian emigrants to a cessation of 
West Bank settlement activity by the 
Israeli Government before these elec
tions and before the completion of the 
Arab-Israeli peace process. Therefore, 
they are predetermined. 

This bizarre coordination of policy 
and timing put the United States in 
the position of dictating diplomatic 
concessions to a government before it 
had the opportunity to develop its dip
lomatic approach towards neighboring 
adversaries that do not even acknowl
edge the right of the government to 
exist. Furthermore, we sought to im
pose our judgments on the leadership 
of a sovereign state in advance of al
lowing the Israeli voters to impose 
their own will. 

I cannot think of a point in the his
tory of U.S. foreign policy during 
which we so closely linked the pro
motion of American strategic interests 
with such ineffective attempts to le
verage the policies of an allied govern
ment. 

The absence of the housing loan 
guarantees in this bill, Mr. President, 
will not enhance Israel's security. It 
will not contribute to the country's fi
nancial independence. And it will not 
make Israel more confident in its nego
tiations with the Arab representatives 
of the West Bank. 

But it will leave the country with a 
severe challenge to absorb hundreds of 
thousands of immigrants who need jobs 
and shelter. 

I therefore submit that both sides 
lost this debate. We now have a result 
that leaves Israel struggling to face its 
most significant demographic chal
lenge since 1948 while nothing has been 
done to advance either the peace proc
ess or our own political and economic 
interests in the Middle East. 

But at least, if we decisively adopt 
the resolution now before us, it will 
make the necessary statements of fact 
and leave a permanent record not sim
ply of our mistake today, but also of 
our willingness to correct it, and hope
fully in the very near future. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I yield 4 
minutes to the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. MCCONNELL]. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, this 
should have been worked out a long 
time ago. We have been aware that 
these housing guarantees were needed. 
We have been aware that granting 
these guarantees was the right thing to 
do; the right thing to do as a matter of 
principle, the right thing to do as a 
matter of money, and the right thing 
to do as a matter of politics. 

Mr. President, I am confused as to 
how we got to this point, having been 
involved in a number of discussions 
with the administration on this issue 
over the last few months. I rise tonight 
with some degree of disappointment 
that we have not been able to achieve 
a compromise that was acceptable to 
both sides so that we could go forward 
with these housing loan guarantees, 
which should be offered to the Govern
ment of Israel. 

It is important to remember, Mr. 
President, that for decades, the United 
States has applied pressure, the United 
States encouraged the Soviet Union to 
open up to allow freedom of emigration 
for those who had suffered persecution 
and repression for their religious be
liefs. 

Now we won that case, and the very 
reforms in Soviet law which have al
lowed for a record flow of emigrants, 
we now have a humanitarian obliga
tion, having encouraged that for so 
many years, to support their absorp
tion into Israel. To do any less is to 
abandon a principled cause, the cause 
of religious freedom. 

In addition, we would be abandoning 
that cause when no money is at stake. 
I repeat, no money is at stake for the 
U.S. Government. Virtually every 
package that I looked at, every offer on 
the table, was cost-free to the Amer
ican taxpayer, not a penny. Whatever 
fees were involved were to be assumed 
by the Government of Israel in the loan 
base. 

So, Mr. President, we are only being 
asked to back loans, not to make them. 
I repeat, we are being asked to back 
loans, not to make them. There is an 
important distinction. I, for one, am 
absolutely confident of Israel's com
mitment and ability to meet every 
payment, to clear every financial hur
dle. 

Finally, I am left with a feeling of 
confusion on the politics of this issue. 
Without the guarantees, Mr. President, 
who wins? My constituents, and people 
across this country, were willing to 
pause for peace. They put their hopes 
on hold for 120 days. Now, not one bit 
closer to a peace agreement, new terms 
are put forward which complicate their 
resettlement process and create doubts 
about America's good faith. 

Mr. President, I continue to hope, I 
continue to believe in the common 
sense of the participants involved in 
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the discussion of these guarantees, 
that the humanitarian needs of those 
who have suffered so long will carry 
the day, and we will resolve the dif
ferences. 

To have been victims of religious re
pression is bad enough, but to become 
victims of a pointless dispute between 
governments which are allies and 
friends, why, these emigrants must be 
wondering why they left. They must be 
wondering why they left. We should 
send a message of support and hope 
today by supporting this resolution. I 
hope, Mr. President, that sometime in 
the near fut~re, we will be able to do a 
lot more than just support this resolu
tion. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 

I rise to support the pending resolution 
regarding the loan guarantees that Is
rael has requested to assist with its 
massive immigrant absorption efforts. 
I ask unanimous consent that I be 
added as an original cosponsor. 

I will not take the Senate's time now 
by re-stating the compelling case for 
this assistance. But I will express my 
deep disappointment that the adminis
tration has repeatedly hardened its ne
gotiating positions, both with Israel 
and with Congress. 

I honestly do not understand the ad
ministration's total unwillingness even 
to consider a serious compromise. I am 
just not sure what the administration 
is trying to do, what their ultimate ob
jectives really are. 

I have stated on numerous occasions 
my view that Israel's current settle
ment policies and practices are not 
helpful in the peace process. I continue 
to support financial linkage between 
the settlements and the loan guaran
tees, such that no money secured 
through the U.S. guarantees would be 
used in the territories. I believe this is 
appropriate and in conformance with 
U.S. policy. 

But the fundamental issue at hand is 
the political linkage between U.S. aid 
and matters that are integral to the 
peace process. I am deeply concerned 
about the potentially very negative ef
fect that such linkage has on the peace 
process. 

Notwithstanding the United States 
opposition to the settlements, this 
issue is a central element in the nego
tiations between Israel and the Arab 
participants. Whether by design or hap
penstance, introducing this form of 
linkage has a direct, substantive, and 
critically important bearing on the ne
gotiations themselves. 

Such United States-imposed linkage 
has the practical effect of bringing the 
United States directly into the nego
tiations as a de facto participant, effec
tively deciding an issue in advance of 
the direct talks between Israel and the 
Arabs that are otherwise supposed to 
resolve the matter. This approach 
would seem contrary to the President's 

and Secretary of State's own assertions ally of the United States. Differences 
that the path to just and lasting peace will always arise, even between the 
will come only as a result of direct ne- closest of friends, but let us not permit 
gotiations. those differences to weaken or obscure 

The precedent set by the administra- the deeper, longer-term value that this 
tion's policy in this regard has real im- close relationship brings both to our 
plications for efforts to resolve other, country and to Israel. 
equally contentious disputes that will Let us not forget that Israel is a true 
inevitably arise in the future. It is un- democracy in a region otherwise char
avoidable that some of these issues will acterized by dictators, monarchies, and 
in some way relate to United States as- puppet regimes. Let us not forget who 
sistance to Israel. our friends truly are. Israel has stood 

I believe one can legitimately ask, by us and we by them. And I submit to 
for example, what incentive an Arab my colleagues that both countries have 
participant would have to make the substantially benefited from this rela
concessions necessary for agreement if tionship. 
it believes that the United States will Mr. President, I will vote for this res
secure the necessary Israeli concession olution on the loan guarantees. I urge 
at no cost to the Arab participant. The my colleagues to show their support 
same concern applies if the Israeli and for Israel's absorption efforts. Let us 
Arab perspectives are reversed. In my also send a message to the administra
view, this would not represent an effec- tion that there is very deep concern in 
tive negotiating process that would the Senate about the policies it has 
likely yield real peace. pursued on this matter. 

Mr. President, these considerations Thank you, Mr. President, I yield the 
cut to the issue of trust between Israel floor. 
and the United States and the relation- Mr. KASTEN. I ask unanimous con
ship that trust has to the peace proc- sent that the Senator from Utah [Mr. 

HATCH] be added as a cosponsor. 
ess. The Senator from Utah has been a 

In any kind of settlement that strong supporter of this effort from the 
emerges from this process, Mr. Presi- very beginning, and he, along with 
dent, Israel will no doubt have to take many other Members of this body-but 
certain risks for peace. It has done so he in particular-recognizes the hu
in the past, most prominently when Is- manitarian aspect of the issue before 
rael returned the Sinai in exchange for us. Because he has now asked to be 
peace with Egypt. made a cosponsor, I know he intends to 

Israel, in large measure, was willing support this resolution. He has been 
to take that security risk because -it supporting this idea, this concept 
trusted that the United States would steadfastly. I thank him for his help 
stand by it, that in normal times and and support. 
in crisis, Israel could count on us to be The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
there if she needed us. This trust and objection, the Senator from Utah will 
confidence is all the more important be added as a cosponsor. 
given the undemocratic nature of the Mr. KASTEN. I rise in support of the 
regimes with whom Israel is seeking to extension of $10 billion in loan guaran
make peace. tees to the State of Israel and in sup-

As Henry Kissinger once wrote, Israel port of the resolution before us. I want 
is being asked to exchange the tangible to outline, if I can, the grave humani
for the revocable. That won't be easy tarian threat that makes these loan 
under any circumstances, but it will be guarantees absolutely necessary, and 
all the more difficult, perhaps impos- the warning signs of a dangerous rise 
sible, if Israel no longer believes it can in anti-Semitism in the former 
trust the United States to be there if U.S.S.R. I want to discuss today the 
she needs us. fact that our humanitarian loan guar-

It seems to me, Mr. President, that if antees would help confront the 
we permit our relations with Israel to threat-at zero cost to American tax
degenerate into hostility, distance, and payers. 
mistrust, we will be sowing the seeds of This issue has received a great deal 
failure for the peace process and our of attention over the last 6 months, but 
own objectives of achieving real and - I think that the focus of the debate has 
lasting peace in the Middle East. largely been misplaced. The opponents 

Relations with Israel have clearly of these loan guarantees, and even 
been strained. I believe that our na- some of the supporters of the loan 
tional interests are best served by step- guarantees, have paid too much atten
ping back from the high tensions and tion to the diplomatic issues at stake 
looking calmly and soberly at our rela- and far too little attention to the hu
tions with Israel. Let us step back from manitarian issue. 
these controversies that seem to be spi- The central issue, the real issue, the 
ralling out of control, with repercus- key issue, is the rescue of Soviet 
sions that would be damaging to each Jewry. The loan guarantees are just 
country's own national interests. another step in the implementation of 

Let us renew our commitment to the longstanding policy favoring Jew
keeping the proper perspective on these ish emigration from the Soviet Union. 
matters, and to never forgetting that For decades now, we have had a bi
Israel is a close friend and important partisan consensus-bipartisan and bi-
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cameral, I might say-in favor of free
dom of emigration. With the collapse 
of the Soviet Union, and establishment 
of the Commonwealth of Independent 
States, this policy is finally bearing 
fruit. Jews are being allowed to emi
grate. The problem now is to help them 
resettle in their ancient homeland. 

Our debate on this issue has been 
sidetracked by the focus on the issue of 
settlements. For the last quarter cen
tury, United States administrations of 
both parties have opposed settlements 
in the territories occupied by the State 
of Israel since the way of 1967. 

In my opinion, opposition to the set
tlements may be a praiseworthy policy. 
We need to keep the door open to a ne
gotiated settlement about the disputed 
territories. But, that being said, I want 
to stress that American policy on set
tlements should not be allowed to 
dominate the current debate on loan 
guarantees. 

I think the most important issue in 
this debate, the humanitarian issue, 
has gotten lost. I would like to help 
correct this by focusing on the real is
sues at stake in the loan guarantees to 
the State of Israel. 

The former Soviet Union is under
going a period of great turbulence. 
Some have compared this period of 
Russian history to the "Time of Trou
bles" at the beginning of the 17th cen
tury, a time when famine and political 
distrust toppled the regime of Boris 
Godunov and led to the establishment 
of the Romanov dynasty that ruled for 
three centuries until the Bolshevik 
revolution. 

Others have compared today's Russia 
to Weimar Germany. We have ref
erences to that in previous speeches. I 
think this is an appropriate compari
son and one that ought to be extremely 
chilling to anyone familiar with the 
brutal history of our own century. 

After the First World War, Germany 
fa;ced disgrace abroad and economic 
disaster at home. The new democratic 
leaders did not have the stature to cope 
with the crisis. The result of their fail
ure was the rise of Hitler, a global war, 
and extermination of European Jewry. 
Can history repeat itself? Can an anti
Semi tic regime take over the govern
ment from Russian President Boris 

-Yeltsin, imperiling the lives of the es
timated 1.5 to 2 million Jews remaining 
in the country? 

Mr. President, to rule this out en
tirely would be to ignore some very se
rious storm warnings from the former 
Soviet Union. The Soviet Union is one 
of a number of European nations expe
riencing a resurgence of nativism and 
anti-Semitism. In France, the anti-im
migrant National Front of Jean-Marie 
Le Pen is gaining strength. In Ger
many, 2,074 hate crimes were per
petrated against foreigners in 1991. 
That is over 2,000 hate crimes-up from 
only 246 the previous year. 

And this trend appears to be taking 
an especially strong hold in Russia. 

Even before the economic hardship re
cently occasioned by the Yeltsin re
forms, an openly anti-Semitic can
didate received 6 million votes for 
President of Russia. 

Vladimir Zhirinovsky is the founder 
of the misnamed "Liberal Democratic 
Party" in Russia. He was one of seven 
presidential candidates in the last elec
tion-and while he came in third be
hind Yeltsin and Communist Nikolai 
Ryzhkov, his 6 million votes rep
resented 7 percent of the electorate. 

Before the campaign, he was a com
plete unknown with no political experi
ence. He had no experience either in 
the Communist Party or in the Russian 
democratic movement. He succeeded 
because his message resonated with a 
frightening number of people. And his 
message was a simple one: Jews are the 
chief danger to Russia's future. 

In an unintentionally hilarious at
tempt to reassure Western opinion, 
Zhirinovsky compares himself to one 
of our own political candidates: David 
Duke. Zhirinovsky says about Duke
and I quote: "His views are closest to 
ours." 

I hope I speak for all Wisconsinites 
when I say that we do not find this re
assuring. I find it frankly terrifying 
that an unknown David Duke-style 
anti-Semitic demagog can come out of 
nowhere and attract 6 million votes
even before the current economic cri
sis. 

Zhirinovsky is dismissed as a buf
foon, much as Hitler was. He was even 
born, like Hitler, in a country other 
than the one he seeks to rule. Hitler 
was born in Austria. Zhirinovsky was 
born in newly independent Kazakhstan. 

But Zhirinovsky represents a long
standing Russian tradition. The anti
Jewish pogroms of the Romanov years, 
the allegation that Jewish doctors 
plotted the murder of Stalin's Polit
buro, the simultaneous blaming of 
Jews for the excesses of Stalin him
self-all t11ese historic events point to 
the deep roots of anti-Semitism on 
Russian soil. 

Today, Zhirinovsky is the tip of an 
anti-Semitic iceberg in Russia. An
other nationalist leader, Valeri 
Yemelyanov, explains the Communist 
period of Russian history in the follow
ing way: "Since 1917 we have been liv
ing under the occupation of Jewish fas
cists." 

In Russia, hardline Communists and 
rightwing nationalists are finding com
mon ground on one issue-the belief 
that Jews are to blame for all the prob
lems the country faces. 

How deep is this anti-Semitic iceberg 
that lies underneath Zhirinovsky? I 
will be honest with you-I do not know 
and I do not think any of us know. But 
I do know what happened when Amer
ica ignored this kind of warning signal 
in the past. And I want to make sure 
that never happens again. 

As early as March 1933, Americans of 
Jewish background were protesting the 

excesses of the Hitler regime. Cordell 
Hull, Franklin D. Roosevelt's Sec
retary of State, reassured them that 
the anti-Jewish violence in Germany 
was over. 

Throughout the 1930's, America 
turned away Jewish refugees from Ger
many. The permitted quota of immi
grants from Germany was 25,957 per 
year. This quota never came close to 
being filled. In 1936, only 6,642 immi
grants were admitted under the quota; 
in 1937, only 11,536 were admitted. 

According to Deborah Lipstadt, au
thor of the important book "Beyond 
Belief: The American Press and the 
Coming of the Holocaust," this short
age of immigrants was "due not to any 
lack of applicants, but to the many 
roadblocks placed in their path by 
State Department immigration offi
cers." 

Mr. President, to say that this was a 
failure of policy would be a tragic un
derstatement. It was nothing short of a 
devastating blow to the future of Euro
pean Jewry. And this policy persisted 
even after the dimensions of the Holo
caust began to be known in the allied 
countries. 

In June 1941, the State Department 
issued a ruling that Jewish refugees 
who had relatives in Nazi concentra
tion camps could not be admitted to 
the United States-on the grounds that 
they might be spies for the Nazi 
enemy. 

In June 1942, newspapers all over the 
world featured headlines about the ex
terminations taking place in Europe. 
From the London Times: "Massacre of 
Jews-Over 1,000,000 Dead Since the 
War Began." From the Atlanta Con
stitution: "1,000,000 Jews Killed by Nazi 
Treatment." 

Six months later, the State Depart
ment's specialist on Jewish issues was 
still reassuring Congress that the re
ports were unconfirmed. 

Thanks in large part to the pressure 
of Treasury Secretary Henry Morgen
thau, Franklin Roosevelt in January 
1944, established an agency called. the 
War Refugee Board to help organize the 
rescue of European Jews. But officials 
in the State Department urged Cordell 
Hull to weaken the War Refugee 
Board-on the grounds that Hitler 
might embarrass and inponvenience 
the Allies by flooding them with un
wanted Jewish immigrants. 

Mr. President, are we not capable of 
learning from the past? 

It is my contention that by con
centrating on secondary issues like the 
housing starts on the West Bank, we 
are forsaking a truly historic oppor
tunity for American foreign policy. 
From Jackson-Vanik to th~ Persian 
Gulf war, we have been promoting the 
resettlement of Soviet Jews. "Next 
year in Jerusalem" is now a reality. It 
would be unconscionable for us to 
abandon this policy now. 

These loan guarantees are essential 
to the success of our humanitarian pol-
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icy. They will make it possible for Is
rael to resettle the refugees-that is 
their only purpose. 

The campaign of misinformation on 
this issue would lead you to believe 
that the loan guarantees are U.S. 
grants. That is a falsehood. Under the 
loan guarantee proposal, the United 
States taxpayer will not be spending a 
single dollar to subsidize Israeli hous
ing. 

And the loan guarantees are not U.S. 
loans either. The U.S. Treasury will 
not be lending a single dollar to the ef
fort to resettle the refugees. It will 
merely guarantee that when private 
sector lenders lend money for that pur
pose, the U.S. Government will stand 
surety for the loan. 

And there is practically no risk in 
that, because Israel has never defaulted 
on United States loan guarantees. 

The only U.S. budget funds involved 
in the loan guarantee process are the 
origination fee, which we estimate will 
amount to $100 million. Israel itself 
will pay for this origination fee-mak
ing United States taxpayer funding 
completely unnecessary. 

In short, America has an opportunity 
to render essential humanitarian aid to 
a loyal friend-to rescue hundreds of 
thousands of people-at no charge to 
taxpayers. 

Mr. President, if we were to turn our 
backs on an opportunity like that, 
what would it say about us as a nation? 

Throughout the four decades of its 
existence, Israel held the line for de
mocracy in the Middle East region. It 
remained America's friend when 
friends were scarce. During the Persian 
Gulf war, the Israelis failed to retaliate 
for the terrorist acts of Saddam Hus
sein-for the simple reason that Amer
ica asked them not to. 

Israel kept faith with America. Now, 
they face an immigration crisis of 
monumental proportions and they need 
our help. 

Much more may be at stake here 
than any of us know. That's why I will 
do everything in my power to ensure 
that we do the honorable thing-and 
approve these loan guarantees. 

As a first step, Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the resolution before us 
and I think I join with all who are 
going to vote in favor of this resolution 
and are cosponsoring this resolution. 
This effort does not end here. This ef
fort, in fact, is accelerated here, is 
pushed harder here because now the 
danger is clearly before us. Now we 
must work together, convince the ad
ministration to abandon this wrong 
policy and to work with us for a com
promise on loan guarantees for the hu
manitarian effort to help the Soviet 
Jews come to Israel. 

Mr. GRASSLEY and Mr. LAUTEN
BERG addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey is recognized. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
we have been alternating for the bene-

fit of the Senator from Iowa between 
across the aisle and I would at this 
juncture like to yield 3 minutes to the 
senior Senator from California [Mr. 
CRANSTON]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from California is recognized. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from New Jersey 
and I thank him for his leadership in 
offering this resolution on a vitally im
portant matter. 

Mr. President, we have worked for 
years and decades to persuade the pow-

. ers that be in the Soviet Union to let 
the people go, to let Soviet Jews who 
wish to emigrate, emigrate. Due to the 
leadership of some remarkable men 
like President Gorbachev, President 
Yeltsin, Foreign Secretary 
Shevardnadze, al)d Alex Yakovlev, poli
cies were changed and people were let 
go. 

We should recognize that that cre
ates problems in the lands where the 
people choose to move to, and plainly 
there is a major problem for housing in 
Israel. We should recognize our obliga
tion to help deal with the problem of 
absorption and adjustment that are in
volved in this, and I strongly oppose 
the efforts of the Bush administration 
to relate this to the peacekeeping prob
lems of the Middle East. 

There is no link and to demonstrate 
that there plainly has been no progress 
among the Palestinians and the Arabs 
due to the opposition of the Bush ad
ministration to this loan guarantee. 
That demonstrates very clearly that 
there is no substantive talk. 

We should approve these loan guaran
tees for humanitarian reasons. We have 
an obligation to do so, and I hope that 
eventually we will achieve this. It is 
plain that there is no great financial 
risk. Israel has never defaulted on a 
loan. Israel has always come through 
on schedule even in wartime and now 
in time of peace, and when many of 
these people who are now in Israel are 
adding to the economic strength and 
capacity and creativity of that coun
try, we should be even more certain 
that Israel will meet her obligations in 
regard to any loan. 

Let me say, parenthetically, that 
while I strongly oppose what the Bush 
administration has been doing on this 
front, I want to express very strong 
support for what President Bush has 
done on a related other front upon this 
very day. He has made a strong state
ment to the public and to the Congress 
of support for efforts to assist the peo
ple of the former Soviet Union and 
Russia, and elsewhere, to achieve the 
stability that is so important to the 
achievement of real democracy and 
freedom and a free enterprise system in 
those countries. 

I applaud the President for disregard
ing those who said it is dangerous to 
support anything like that abroad. I 
for one will stand up to support the 

President against any criticism that 
comes to him from any quarter for his 
leadership on this front, and I will sup
port the package totally that he has 
submitted to the Congress in regard to 
aid to the people of the governments of 
the former Soviet Union. 

Again I applaud the leadership of 
Senator LAUTENBERG on the measure 
that is before us relating to the loan 
guarantees for Israel and I strongly 
support his resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GRASSLEY]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of this resolution. The main 
purpose we all ought to be supporting 
this resolution is because it is a hu
manitarian issue. 

We have worked tirelessly, many of 
us in this body, for the freedom of Rus
sian Jewry. Now the gates are open and 
the people are leaving. Some 400,000 
have already arrived in Israel. It is es
timated that 1 million or more may 
make their way to Israel in the next 
several years. This would be the equiv
alent of the United States absorbing 
England or France. We in the United 
States should do our part to help, be
cause we were there at the beginning of 
this crusade. 

Israel did not ask for a handout. Is
rael did not ask for a blank check. Is
rael asks for loan guarantees, and our 
Government cou,ld respond positively 
without one cent of cost to the tax
payers because Israel pays its bills and 
Israel has a good credit rating. 

The issue has gotten caught up need
lessly in political considerations. The 
administration has seized upon the 
peace process and linked it to this hu
manitarian assistance. But that link
age is misguided because it signals to 
Israel's negotiating partners that they 
do not have to talk to Israel. It signals 
that all they have to do is come to 
Washington and negotiate with Amer
ica, and that somehow we will deliver 
Israel at the peace table. Well, Israel, 
like her negotiating partners, is an 
independent nation. That will not hap
pen. 

Israel is willing to make historic con
cessions to get these loan guarantees. 
Israel will take offsets for West Bank 
construction and deduct amounts spent 
there from the total loan guarantee 
amount. Israel recognizes that there is 
a policy difference with the United 
States and that in effect settlements 
have a cost. Israel is willing to pay 
that cost. And Israel will give the Unit
ed States full rights to inspect and 
monitor how the money secured by the 
guarantees is spent. What more should 
we ask? 

Mr. President, much has been said in 
recent weeks about the status of rela-
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tions between the United States and Is
rael. Some are writing the obituary for 
this very important alliance. But, I 
would caution against that. Israel is 
the only democracy in a very hostile 
part of the world, a part of the world 
that has not fundamentally changed in 
the last year since the gulf war. We 
know we can count on Israel. What 
other ally would withstand 39 Scud at
tacks without response, because the 
United States asked it to? 

Let us help Israel with this humani
tarian request. I join with many of my 
colleagues to support loan guarantees 
for Israel. Let us send a signal to those 
fleeing persecution and anti-Semitism 
that we want them welcomed in Israel 
now and that they should not wait to 
leave Russia and the Commonwealth 
States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has used the 3 minutes yielded to 
him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield 5 minutes 
to the senior senator from Connecticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. DODD. Thank you very much, 
Mr. President. 

Let me begin by commending our dis
tinguished colleague from New Jersey, 
Senator LAUTENBERG, for bringing this 
resolution to the floor. · 

Mr. President, I also would be remiss 
if I did not recognize the efforts of the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] and 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KAS
TEN] who have spent countless days and 
hours trying to come up with a formula 
that would have been acceptable to the 
administration. 

In some sense, it is with a note of 
sadness that I rise to support this reso-
1 ution, because, while the resolution 
certainly is deserving of support, it is 
nothing more than a sense-of-the-Sen
ate resolution. And I suspect . there will 
be 90-plus votes for it, a vote without 
any pain at all, according to some, be
cause it really does not do anything 
but in a sense express what we would 
like to do, what we should be doing. 

I think it is unfortunate that we have 
arrived at this point here because the 
administration refuses to accept the 
fact that an ally of ours is doing some
thing which ought to be receiving over
whelming support and commendation. 
Here is a nation the size of my home 
State of Connecticut, 3.5 million peo
ple. As the Senator from Iowa just 
said, it is in the process of absolving 
what would be the equivalent of this 
country absorbing the entire popu
lation of France. 

What they are asking for is not for
eign aid but a guarantee on loans of 
private money in order to assist in 
housing and employment and other 
matters. The way the administration 
has cast this particular situation is as 
if to suggest somehow it is unique, that 

this is a unique occurrence, that the 
United States never before has ever 
been asked to step forward to provide 
loan guarantees to anyone else. 

Well, Mr. President, I will ask unani
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD a list of those nations which 
have received loan guarantees without 
any conditionality whatsoever. This 
list comes from the "Center for For
eign Policy Options,'' as part of a paper 
presented by Steven L. Spiegel and 
Mayer Alan Brenner. 

There are 60 nations on this list, Mr. 
President, that have received loan 
guarantees without a single condition 
being placed on them. Only one coun
try has ever had to face the prospect of 
conditionality, and that is the State of 
Israel. So when the American taxpayer 
is concerned about the wisdom of this 
program because of the potential im
pact on our budget, let them read the 
list of 60 other nations that have re
ceived loan guarantees. 

And it is some list, Mr. President, 
when you go down some of the names 
on here, Algeria, for one. In the month 
of February, 2 months ago, reports 
from the opposition in that country in
dicated that there were some 30,000 
people that have been detained, some 
150 people have been brutally beaten, 
and some 700 other people have been 
tortured. This is a nation that receives 
loan guarantees from the United 
States. 

You can go on down that list and 
look at some of the nations that have 
gotten them over the years. El Sal
vador, for example, is one on there that 
certainly has less than a positive 
human rights record. 

And let's look at some of the other 
nations. Last year we gave uncondi
tional guarantees to Algeria, Yemen, 
Tunisia, and Egypt. Now, Egypt is a 
good ally. But the Bush administration 
on its own forgave $7 billion of debt the 
country of Egypt owed the American 
taxpayer; not a loan guarantee but $7 
billion in hard money that we said 
Egypt no longer had to pay back to the 
United States. Where was the outcry 
when that occurred about fiscal respon
sibility? 

It is disingenuous-it is hypocritical, 
in my view-to be talking about those 
issues and applying a standard that is 
entirely different for some. It is tragic, 
in my view, that, as has been said ear
lier by others, that we cannot provide 
some assistance here. It does not cost 
the taxpayer a nickel to assist in hu
manitarian efforts. 

And no other country has a better 
credit rating, Mr. President. It is com
mon knowledge, for those who will 
look, that there is no better credit · 
risk, when you look at all the nations 
who have owed us money and do not 
provide assistance or repay those 
loans. The State of Israel has repaid its 
debt every time we have asked them to 
accept a loan rather than a direct 

grant. Few other countries can make 
that same claim. 

Mr. President, there are plenty oth- · 
ers on this list-and I will submit this 
for the REOORD-that have received un
conditional loan guarantee assistance. 
Saudi Arabia, for example: $22 billion 
dollars' worth of arms since 1989; $1.1 
billion in unfulfilled pledges for the 
gulf war yet to be paid by that nation. 
That is far in excess what the potential 
exposure to the American taxpayer is 
for these loan guarantees. 

Mr. President, I would just say in 
conclusion that I commend my col
league from New Jersey for his efforts 
here, but in a sense I rise with some re
gret that we are- not doing what we 
ought to be doing. And that is not just 
a sense of the Senate but providing 
some assistance here that helps people, 
people who come from a country that 
is a strong ally, and I regret it deeply. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the list to which I referred be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
POLITICAL CONDITIONS ON LOAN GUARANTEES 

Countries that have recently received loan 
guarantees: 

Algeria, Argentina, Armenia, Azerbaijan, 
Bahrain, Barbados, Belarus, Brazil, Burkina 
Faso, Canada, Chile, China (Mainland), Co
lombia, Czechoslovakia, El Salvador, Geor
gia, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, 
India, Indonesia, Iraq, Israel, Jamaica, Jor
dan, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kuwait, 
Kyrgyzstan, Lesotho, Malawi, Mauritius, 
Mexico, Moldova, Morocco, Nigeria, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, 
Poland, Portugal, Russia, Rwanda, Senegal, 
South Korea, Tajikistan, Thailand, Trinidad/ 
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Turkmenistan, 
United Kingdom, Uzbekistan, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Yugoslavia, and Zimbabwe. 

Cou'ntries that have had political condi
tions placed on the extension of loan guaran
tees: 

Israel. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I yield 5 

minutes to the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wyoming is recognized. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend from Wisconsin. I 
commend Senator LAUTENBERG and 
Senator KASTEN for consistent and ex
traordinary work. 

Let me say this. This vote will not be 
tough for anybody, but the issue will 
remain tough for all of us. That is what 
I want to comment on. 

We do not like to say no to anyone. 
We do not like to say no to our veter
ans, to our aged, to our young, to agri
culture, to anyone, or to our closest 
ally. Who likes to do that? But increas
ingly we are going to have to do just 
that and we will have to do an awful 
lot of it in years to come. 

There is no need to review the facts 
that have been put forward by the Sen-



April 1, 1992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 7789 
ators here. We all understand this .is 
not a grant or a loan but rather a guar
antee. But we are coresponsible for it. 

We are $4 trillion in debt at the 
present time. Foreign aid, sadly 
enough, has become a whipping boy in 
the current political climate. I fre
quently do the very unpopular. I defend 
foreign aid, and aid to Israel and aid to 
Egypt and the other countries of the 
world-$15 billion out of a budget of 
$1.5 trillion. Go have a town meeting 
and you will find out how the citizens 
feel about foreign aid in America 
today. 

Our interests and Israel's often coin
cide, and sometimes they do not. Our 
President, and we heard a bit of it a 
moment ago, has been roundly criti
cized for doing something unpopular 
that serves the American interests
ensuring that our foreign assistance 
serves U.S. interests and U.S. policy. 
That is his job. 

It is shocking to hear-no one here 
has said it, but others have said this, 
about this President-especially a can
didate for President of the opposing 
faith, who prattles on about the divi
sions in America and the need for heal
ing. So much for healing with the re
marks that he just made-incendiary 
remarks about subtle anti-Semitism of 
the President of the United States and 
this administration. So much for heal
ing from that source. 

So, it is shocking to hear, and others 
have said it that this administration is 
anti-Israel or worse, anti-Semitic, 
merely because it seeks to ensure that 
our aid serves our own national inter
ests, our Untied States interests, our 
national interest. Not another coun
try's goals. 

No President has done so much to 
guarantee Israeli security as this one. 
Americans fought and Americans died 
to destroy their greatest military 
threat. And Iraq threatened Israel 
more than many other nations in the 
region. And in doing so, we defended 
American interests as well as Israeli 
interests. 

. We were the ones who struck the 
death blow to the Zionist resolution in 
the United Nations. It was this Reagan
Bush administration, with its rep
resentative to the United Nations and 
Vice President George Bush who per
sonally arranged the transport and 
emigration of the Ethiopian Jews. 
George Bush did that. He brought them 
forward into the light. 

We are the ones that give an annual 
allocation of $3 to $5 billion to Israel in 
aid and guarantees and grants. And I 
vote for those things and am ready to 
do that again. No other administration 
has done so much. 

When the war was over, Secretary 
baker sought the use of all our newly 
available leverage to bring the Arab 
world into peace talks with Israel. It is 
this administration's work that may 
mean a peaceful future for all of the 
citizens of Israel. 

Finally, let it not be said that we are 
being coldhearted or uncaring in our 
position on the loan guarantees. Sure
ly, our first humanitarian obligation is 
to help refugees coming to our own 
country. We have increased by $37 mil
lion the funding assistance to Israel 
while decreasing our own spending on 
refugees in this country. 

The bill that we passed-today, in 
fact-contained $80 million for the re
settlement in Israel of Soviet refugees. 
It is in there at a time we are cutting 
back drastically on our own country's 
refugee resettlements from $416 to $227 
million-by $189 million we are cutting 
our own. 

Let us not place ourselves in opposi
tion to the administration position. 
Somehow we have tragically reached a 
point where it is now anti-Israel, or 
anti-Semitic to disagree with those 
who believe the only proper United 
States policy toward Israel is the pol
icy approved by the Israeli Govern
ment. No matter how thoughtful your 
opposition, if you do not support the 
policy advocated by the State of Israel 
and its well-committed and able and 
organized supporters in this country, 
you are suspect-suspect of being as 
ugly as anti-Semitic. That is enough of 
that. 

That gets tiring to us all. I am pro
Israel. My parents lived there for . a 
time. I care about Israel's security. I 
think they are the pioneers of the 
world and I also agree with our Govern
ment's position on the loan guarantees 
and I do not believe there is any con
tradiction there at all. 

One final thought. Israelis would be 
offended if their own government fol
lowed blindly and without question the 
policies of the United States or any 
other government. I believe just as val
idly that the American people can have 
that same feeling when we allow our 
national policies and interests to be 
dictated by the Israeli Government or 
any other government. 

So in the long run the administration 
policy, which only strives to make 
long-term peace possible in this region, 
is the correct and honest humanitarian 
policy. It is a good policy for the Unit
ed States and it is a good policy for Is
rael. 

I thank my colleagues. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

DASCHLE). Who yields time? 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield 10 min

utes to the Senator from Ohio. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Ohio is recognized for 10 min
utes. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank my col
league from New Jersey. 

I just heard the Senator from Wyo
ming say that we do not like to say no 
to anyone, particularly with respect to 
foreign aid. But it should be pointed 
out that there is no foreign aid at issue 
here. We are talking about a guarantee 
of a loan to a country that has always 

paid its debts and has never failed to 
make those obligations. 

My colleague from Wyoming talked 
about serving our own national inter
ests. He then went on to say that 
Americans fought to defend Israel's in
terests in our most recent war. Let us 
not overlook the fact that Israel had to 
restrain itself from going to war 
against Iraq. It wanted to retaliate 
against Saddam's unprovoked attack. 
Israel wanted to destroy the Iraqi mis
siles that were being fired. And it took 
all that Israel could do to restrain it
self. Let me remind my colleagues that 
Israel is a vibrant democracy. The pub
lic pressure to strike back at Iraq was 
intense. To suggest that Americans 
went to war to defend Israel is just ab
surd. It is just illogical, and I resent it. 
It is just not true. 

Every American knows that the Is
raelis wanted to strike back and that 
the Israelis have always struck back 
when they have been attacked. But 
they were importuned by this Govern-
ment not to do so. · 

Now to suggest that American boys 
went to war to defend Israel is just not 
correct. And I resent it being said on 
the floor of the Senate. 

l also heard on the floor of the Sen
ate today about how American aid to 
Israel has increased over the years. 

Let me point out to my colleagues 
that there has indeed been American 
aid to Israel. But let me also point out 
that we have not had to spend any 
money in the Middle East on our own 
forces to defend the interests and the · 
concerns of the State of Israel. 

But the situation is different else
where in the world. We spend $150 bil
lion a year, about one half of our an
nual defense budget to defend Europe. 
We spend about $19 billion a year to de
fend Japan and the sea lanes in the 
part bf the world. We spent about $15 
billion a year to defend South Korea. 

We never have had to spend anything 
on United States forces for the defense 
of the State of Israel. 

The figures that I have just men
tioned do not include the priceless 
value of the many American lives that 
have been on tlie line in Europe, and in 
Korea, and in Japan in order to defend 
those countries. Israel has never asked 
this country for any direct assistance 
for self-defense. Israel never asked any 
individual to risk his or her life in its 
defense. We provide Israel with mili
tary aid in order that Israelis, not 
Americans, may defend their land. 

I remember very well many years ago 
when Alexander Haig was up for con
firmation as Secretary of State. 

And I said to Mr. Haig at that time: 
You have been a strong supporter of 
the State of Israel, very strong. Ex
plain it to me. How do you account for 
your position on Israel? 

I will never forget him saying to me 
in reply that Israel's 700,000 troops, on 
the ready alert, within 48 hours have 
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been an assurance that the United 
States will never have to place our 
military in the Middle East in order to 
protect our concerns in that part of the 
world. Haig was correct. We hear about 
American troops in Europe; we hear 
about them being in the northern Pa
cific; we hear about them being in 
other places in the world to protect our 
varied allies, but until the gulf crisis, 
there had never been a need to send our 
young men and women to the Middle 
East. This was due to Israel's strength 
and steadfastness. 

So when we talk about the dollars 
that were spent to help Israel, which 
has opened its arms to refugees 
throughout the world, including many 
who had to leave Arab lands, had to 
leave the former Soviet Union, let us 
not forget that Israel has been our only 
self-sufficient ally with regard to na
tional defense. It is only a shame there 
was no strong Jewish State 50 years 
ago so that those who suffered in the 
Holocaust could have left Germany and 
Poland and would have been able to go 
to a safe and secure haven and there 
would not have been 6 million lives 
lost. Israel has had an open-door pol
icy. 

Our aid to Israel has been peanuts 
compared to the kind of money that 
this country has spent to defend our 
former enemies in Europe and in Asia. 

Even today as we meet here, Israel's 
deterrent force, which used to be a 
major factor as far as the Soviet threat 
to the Middle East, no longer is as im
portant because there is not that So
viet threat. But now a strong Israel 
keeps Syria in check. And who knows 
how much earlier Saddam Hussein 
might have lashed out had Israel not 
been there as a deterrent force? And 
what would have Qeen the situation 
during the recent war had Israel not 
destroyed Iraq's nuclear facilities 10 
years ago? 

I say to my colleagues in this body, 
for this country to provide a guarantee 
of Israeli loans would have been right. 
It is right. It will be right when we pass 
it. We will come back to the subject at 
a future date. The President's threat to 
veto any loan guarantee measure 
caused many of us who were prepared 
to move forward not to do so, knowing 
full well we could have obtained more 
than a majority of the Members of this 
body to vote in support, but recogniz
ing that the President's veto would 
really achieve very little and only be a 
divisive factor. 

The issue is alive. It is an issue to 
which we will be turning to in the not
too-distant future. I think the vote 
this evening, which as I understand it 
will be pretty close to unanimous, is an 
indication that the United States Sen
ate does, indeed, believe that the loan 
guarantees are justified and we say to 
all of this country and to the world and 
to Israel, that we will return to this 
subject. Israel's request is justified. It 

will not cost the American people one 
single dollar. It is not an aid request; it 
is a request for a loan guarantee. It is 
an appropriate and right request, and 
we should be acting on it in substance 
tonight. Instead, we will have a sense
of-the-Senate resolution indicating the 
views of the Members of this body. 

I regret that a sense-of-the-Senate 
measure is all we are able to do to
night, but President Bush's position 
leaves us no other option. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I support 

the sense-of-Senate resolution before 
us calling for the United States Gov
ernment to support loan guarantees to 
Israel. I commend my colleagues who 
have offered it. I am dismayed that no 
agreement was reached to provide the 
$10 billion in loan guarantees prior to 
the deadline on the foreign operations 
continuing resolution. 

Israel, a longtime ally of the United 
States is being denied fundamental hu
manitarian assistance necessary to 
help settle 400,000 Jews who have ar
rived from the former Soviet Union and 
from Ethiopia. A staggering 600,000 
more are expected over the next few 
years to emigrate to Israel. This would 
be the equivalent to close to 100 mil
lion people arriving in the United 
States. This $10 billion, only a small 
part of what Israel intends to raise, is 
absolutely essential in order to provide 
the infrastructure, jobs, housing, and 
education to these immigrants. I am 
disappointed that we have allowed this 
very clear humanitarian need to be
come clouded over in a discussion 
about the distinct issue of the Middle 
East peace process. 

The assistance Israel seeks is not $10 
billion in direct aid from the United 
States but a loan guarantee. They ask 
only that the United States cosign 
loans from private banks thereby en
suring a lower interest rate. Israel has 
had a perfect record on previous 
loan&--they have never defaulted. The 
United States has provided humani
tarian assistance to nations all over 
the world and yet when a key Amer
ican ally requests only loan guaran
tees, we reject him. We have called for 
the free immigration of Jews from the 
Soviet Union for many, many years. 
What a contradiction that while we 
celebrate the demise of the Communist 
Soviet state and all it represented, we 
are now unwilling to provide the nec
essary support to allow hundreds of 
thousands of Jews to resettle in a new 
land. 

We have an unprecedented oppor
tunity and responsibility and yet we 
seem unwilling to recognize our obliga
tion to these people and this nation. 
The monetary cost to Americans is nil. 
In fact, Israel has even offered to pay 
the 2- to 3-percent set-aside costs asso
ciated with the loan. I believe that the 
issue is not whether the United States 
can afford to assure these loans but 
rather can we afford not to? 

A vast majority of the $10 billion Is
rael receives from banks will be spent 
in the United State&--thereby boosting 
U.S. economy and adding jobs. It is es
timated that Israeli spending in the 
United States will increase United 
States exports $10 billion to $15 billion. 
The Commerce Department estimates 
that for every $1 billion in U.S. ex
ports, an additional 20,000 jobs are cre
ated in the United States. Exports to 
Israel amounting to $2 billion a year 
could create an additional 40,000 jobs in 
the United States. In 1990 Israel re
ceived a $400 million loan. Of this 
amount, 70 percent came back to the 
United States through the housing in
dustry which sold thousands of prefab
ricated homes to Israel. 

I've monitored the news accounts 
very closely over the last several 
months, and I've been disheartened at 
the turn of events regarding our sup
port of the loan guarantees and the 
perception that there has been a 
change in our relationship with Israel. 
Our ties with Israel are deep and 
strong. Israel, the only democracy in 
the region, has defended United States 
interests in that area of the world, 
while surrounded by nations hostile to 
her very existence. Israel is not just a 
strategic ally, but one to which we are 
historically and morally bound. Just a 
year ago, we congratulated Israel for 
her self-restraint in the midst of Scud 
attacks from Saddam Hussein. Now our 
current policy seeks to excoriate her 
and penalize her for efforts to resettle 
Jews. 

I commend the efforts of my col
leagues who worked diligently to re
solve satisfactorily the issue of loan 
guarantees. I know they are dis
appointed, as am I, that it has become 
captive to the Middle East peace proc
ess. Mr. President, I support the dialog 
between Israel and its Arab neighbors 
and genuine efforts to achieve peace in 
the region. But it is outrageous that Is
raeli settlements are being called an 
obstacle to peace and that we have so 
far refused the loan guarantees because 
of them. 

Denying these loans will hurt Israel's 
economy, lead to higher unemploy
ment, and lower growth. The innocent 
victims will be those we have sought 
for two decades to help-Jews at last 
free to leave the former Soviet Union. 

I support this resolution which I be
lieve sends a clear signal to the admin
istration that this body supports un
conditional loan guarantees to Israel. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of this sense-of-the-Senate res
olution that endorses loan guarantees 
for Israel. During the last year, I have 
consistently endorsed the need for the 
United States to offer unconditional 
loan guarantees for three basic rea
sons. 

First, I am extremely concerned 
about the plight of Jews in the former 
Soviet Union. The CIS is in a state of 
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flux, and it seems quite plausible that 
during a period of internal instability a 
wave of anti-Semitism could rise in 
that country. It is important that we 
address this problem immediately. 

Second, the free standing emigration 
of Jews from the Soviet Union has long 
been an objective of every administra
tion since the end of WW II. It would be 
a tragic error-after securing the legal 
right of Soviet Jews to emigrate-to 
reject policies that would enable them 
to exercise that right. 

Third, I believe that loan guarantees 
are essential to help Israel shoulder the 
burden of assimilation for 400,000 So
viet emigres that have arrived in the 
last 2 years, and the 1 million who 
might soon file application forms. The 
loan guarantees are strictly for human
itarian purposes and I believe that we 
should help Israel in this important en
deavor. 

During my tenure in the Senate, I 
have spent years working to help free 
one individual or family in the former 
Soviet Union. Today, we risk losing the 
chance to help get 1 million out. In my 
opinion, this resolution is symbolically 
important because it reaffirms the 
Senate's support for helping Israel 
complete this historic and humani
tarian mission. Consequently, it is im
perative that the full $10 billion in loan 
guarantees be issued to Israel as soon 
as possible. 

Mr. President, I also would like to 
take this opportunity to enter into the 
RECORD an article that I drafted re
cently on loan guarantees. The article 
was published in the Washington Times 
last Friday and outlines my concerns 
on this important matter. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Times, Mar. 27, 1992) 

LOAN GUARANTEES AND HUMAN RIGHTS 

(By Orrin Hatch) 
In May 1939, the liner St. Louis left Ger

many with 937 Jewish emigres fleeing Nazi 
anti-Semitic violence and almost all of them 
held visas for Cuba. While they were in 
route, a new government took power in Ha
vana and refused to honor the emigres' visas. 
After an indifferent American administra
tion refused to admit the refugees, the ship 
was forced to return to Europe where histo
rians believe that most of the passengers 
were later sent to Hitler's. concentration 
camps. 

Today, we face an equally compelling hu
manitarian issue-whether to help Soviet 
Jews emigrate to Israel and escape the dan
ger of a rising wave of anti-Semitism in Rus
sia and some other republics of the former 
Soviet Union. Already, extremist Russian 
nationalists, such as the neo-fascist Vladi
mir Zhirinovsky, have been organizing to 
take power should President Boris Yeltsin's 
reforms falter, and have made the worst 
kinds of anti-Semitic remarks. 

We have a momentary window of oppor
tunity. The United States should provide $10 
billion in loan guarantees over five years to 
help Israel shoulder the burden of assimilat
ing the 400,000 Soviet emigres who arrived in 
the last two years and the 1 million who 

might soon file immigration applications. 
But by haggling about fine print, we are 
about to fritter that opportunity away. 

The Bush administration's recent rejection 
of the loan guarantee request was a tragic 
error. Americans suffering in the current re
cession would sympathize with the people of 
Israel, where the unemployment rate is at a 
25-year peak and where about 50 percent of 
new emigres cannot find jobs. The flood of 
immigrants-which is the equivalent of the 
United States absorbing the population of 
France-has strained Israel's economy, 
schools, health services, housing and infra
structure to the breaking point. 

Opposition to the loan guarantees is based 
on two myths. The first is that this assist
ance would cost the American taxpayer a 
bundle. But guarantees-which are not 
grants-simply involve U.S. co-signature on 
loans that cost us virtually nothing but 
allow Israel to obtain much lower interest 
rates. Moreover, since Israel has never de
faulted, we would face no financial risk. 

The second myth is that the aid would un
dercut the peace process. In fact, the oppo
site is true. Israel, besieged by hostile forces 
for almost five decades, wants peace and 
hardly needs to be bludgeoned to come to a 
fair agreement. In reality, holding the loans 
hostage reduces the incentive of the Arab 
states and the Palestinians to negotiate seri
ously, and undermines the confidence in U.S. 
security guarantees that Israel must have in 
order to make concessions. 

Every postwar American administration 
has supported the cause of the Soviet Jews. 
It would be tragic if the United States-after 
achieving its fundamental objective of secur
ing the legal right of Soviet Jews to emi
grate-rejected the policies that would en
able them to exercise that right. 

First, both si::les need to rein in their rhet
oric. Our agendas are complementary, not 
contradictory. The present confrontation, 
fed by irresponsible and inaccurate leaks 
from some in the administration, ignores Is
rael's vital role as the only democracy in the 
Middle East and as our only reliable strate
gic partner. 

Second, the United States should stop 
meddling in Israel's internal debate about its 
security requirements. Since the United 
States-isolated by two oceans-still chose 
to deploy troops in Europe and Asia to coun
teract the Soviet threat during the Cold 
War, it is hypocritical for the United States 
to try to force Israel to accept a mere 12 
miles of strategic depth, which would be the 
result of a total withdrawal from the West 
Bank. 

Third, while the United States should ulti
mately back the full $10 billion in loans, 
Congress should provide a one-year, $2 bil
lion package to address acute needs, over
riding the president's veto if necessary. It 
should also establish a small, bipartisan 
group of House and Senate members that 
would confer with the administration and 
the Israeli government in order to craft a 
compromise for the remaining S8 billion in 
loans. While the Bush administration's de
mand for a settlement freeze represents an 
unacceptable interference in Israel's domes
tic affairs this panel would prescribe the 
kinds of data Israel must provide to verify 
its pledge that no monies from these loans 
would be used to build new settlements in 
the West Bank or Gaza Strip. 

I spent 10 years working diligently to help 
free two Jewish families denied the right to 
leave the Soviet Union, the Khassin and 
Uspensky families. I remember when it was a 
great triumph to get one refusenik out of the 

Soviet Union. Today, we risk losing the 
chance to get 1 million out. No one wants to 
repeat the tragic failure of America to re
spond to the pleas of the passengers of the 
St. Louis. But if we hold back our help, we 
will be gambling with the lives of Soviet 
Jews. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, after 
many months of delay charged with po
litical posturing, we have before us a 
sense of the Senate resolution on Is
raeli absorption loan guarantees. It is 
only one small step toward resolving 
this issue, but it is one that I support. 
This is a worthy resolution, Mr. Presi
dent, because it clearly lays out the 
issue of the loan guarantees and re
solves concerns about the issue of cost 
to the American taxpayer. I would not 
support this issue if it would lay an ad
ditional burden on the American tax
payer. 

Israel is a very small country, and 
the absorption of the wave of immi
grants from the former Soviet Union 
and Ethiopia has taken its toll on their 
economy. That will continue into this 
decade as the flood continues. 

Our Nation led the fight to free the 
Soviet Jews and open the doors for the 
flow of immigration. Now, Mr. Presi
dent, when we have succeeded in open
ing the doors of freedom for millions of 
Jewish people fleeing persecution in 
the Soviet Union, let us work wisely to 
prevent those doors from being shut. 
This resolution is the first step toward 
that goal. 

It is important to remember the 
credit guarantee request has been made 
in response to the need for assistance 
in handling the increase in the influx 
of Soviet and Ethiopian Jews into Is
rael. It is a humanitarian issue. The 
country is facing a serious financial 
crisis. In order to provide jobs for these 
immigrants the Israeli economy needs 
to expand its growth. Israeli officials 
have been working on attracting direct 
investment, quickening the pace of pri
vatization and cutting back on bureau
cratic redtape that has restricted eco
nomic growth. But more needs to be 
done in order to absorb the more than 
1 million Soviet Jews who are expected 
to arrive. 

Again, Mr. President, loan guaran
tees referred to in the legislation are 
not cash. The guarantees are not even 
loans from the U.S. Government. They 
simply assist Israel in borrowing from 
private banks by providing those insti
tutions a United States Government 
guarantee to cover the loan repayment 
if Israel defaults. 

The resolution before us speaks for 
itself, Mr. President. Let me highlight 
a couple of important points: 

The General Accounting Office found that 
if the Congress authorizes the $10,000,000,000 
in loan guarantees requested by the Israeli 
Government, the Israeli Government will 
likely be able to fully service its external 
debt to continue its past record of payment; 
and 

The Government of Israel has agreed to 
pay origination fees for loan guarantees so 
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that the guarantees wlll not result in any 
cost to the United States taxpayer. 

Mr. President, this issue needs to be 
resolved, and in a manner that will not 
affect the American taxpayer. Let me 
be very clear that I will not support 
legislation that would contribute to 
this Nation's debt burden. The finan
cial condition of Israel and the com
mitment of the Israeli Government to 
repay their loans are our guarantee 
that these loans will not be left for the 
American taxpayer to cover. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, today 
I rise to cosponsor the sense of the Sen
ate resolution before us and to express 
my deep disappointment that loan 
guarantees for Israel were not included 
in the foreign aid bill. I am deeply con
cerned about the continued opposition 
by the Bush administration to these 
guarantees. Despite the commendable 
efforts of my colleagues Senators 
LEAHY, KASTEN, and others to find a 
compromise acceptable to all parties, 
agreement could not be reached. I was, 
and remain disturbed that the adminis
tration's desire to alter Israel's policies 
superseded its wish to help Israel ac
commodate the influx of Soviet and 
other immigrants. 

But though I am disturbed by the ad
ministration's handling of this issue, I 
am not surprised. 

From the beginning of the discussion 
on loan guarantees, Secretary of State 
Baker made clear that the guarantees 
were to be used as a lever, a tool, to 
push Israel to conform to the adminis
tration's own policy agenda. He deter
mined this would be the mechanism to 
stop Israeli settlements in the occupied 
territories. 

Mr. President, this has been a seri
ously flawed position. Its end result 
has been to hold the loan guarantees 
hostage to politics. With the demise of 
the Soviet Union, many Jews are for 
the first time able to consider the op
tion of leaving. Israel, having been es
tablished as a haven for all Jews, is 
turning none away. Over 1 million im
migrants are expected to arrive be
tween 1990 and 1996, the largest wave of 
immigrants since the state's creation. 
No one can deny that Israel's need for 
access to capital is great. 

But while Israel is making good on 
its commitment to accept the emigres, 
the United States has not made good 
on its own commitment to Israel. This 
despite our long-standing policy of 
pushing the Soviet Union to allow free 
emigration of all its citizens, and de
spite our long-standing policy of sup
porting successive Israeli Government 
attempts to bring Jews home. 

Mr. President, I remain convinced 
that the settlement issue has no place 
in a discussion on humanitarian aid. 
Certainly, settlements need to be ad
dressed, but by Israel and her neigh
bors in the context of regional peace 
talks, not by the United States Gov
ernment; by doing so, now we would in 

effect be predetermining the outcome 
of the peace talks. 

And what's been the result of the ad
ministration's linkage attempt, Mr. 
President? We have ended up helping 
no one. Worse, this approach plants the 
seed for failure in the peace negotia
tions, the very talks Secretary Baker 
simultaneously tries to keep afloat. 
Now that President Bush has denied 
their request, Israelis feel more vulner
able, and less inclined to make any 
concessions in negotiations. 

The ramifications of this could be 
devastating. For peace talks to work, 
both sides have to believe that they 
can reach a solution that is in their 
long-term interest. Yet, in the wake of 
President Bush's denial of their loan 
guarantees, Israelis probably are reas
sessing their ability to take risks, in
cluding any over the negotiating table. 

Mr. President, some have argued that 
we should not provide loan guarantees 
because we already spend too much on 
foreign aid. The loan guarantees are 
not foreign aid; they are guarantees for 
loans made by private banks-in other 
words, they are private loans backed 
by the U.S. Government. I believe that 
backing Israel makes good sense. Israel 
has an outstanding credit record. Since 
1949, Israel has never defaulted on a 
loan nor received debt forgiveness from 
the United States. So the actual dollar 
cost of these guarantees would be vir
tually zero. 

Mr. President, I hope that we can 
still work out something this year for 
Israel. Their need is legitimate. Pro
viding loan guarantees is not only 
proper and just. It's also the moral 
thing to do. 

ON ISRAELI HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEES 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, last 
year Israeli officials indicated their in
terest in securing loan guarantees from 
the United States Government that 
would allow them to borrow $10 billion 
over 5 years at competitive rates from 
commercial banks. This money was, 
and is, needed to help provide housing 
and jobs for the hundreds of thousands 
of immigrants who wish to leave the 
former Soviet Union and settle in Is
rael. The administration asked the Is
raeli Government to postpone this re
quest until September and it did so 
even though the dramatic rescue of 
Ethiopian Jews added to its already 
enormous immigrant absorption costs. 

Then the administration asked the 
Israeli Government to again postpone 
requesting-and Congress was asked to 
postpone considering-these loan guar
antees until after the Mid-East Peace 
Conference planned for October. We 
were told that this further postpone
ment would avoid a clash with Israel 
over the administration's demand that 
Israel stop building settlements in the 
occupied territories as a condition for 
securing loan guarantees. 

The future of the territories that Is
rael occupied in 1967 is, no doubt, one 

of the major issues to be discussed in 
any peace conference. It seems to me 
most unhelpful, therefore, to demand 
that Israel make a major-and abso-
1 utely unilateral-concession prior to a 
peace agreement with its belligerent 
neighbors. What comparable conces
sion does the administration demand of 
the other conference participants, the 
nations who have repeatedly waged war 
against Israel? 

As a sponsor of the talks, the United 
States should not set preconditions 
which appear to take a position on the 
future of the disputed territories. 
Imagine if the United States had de
manded that Israel raze Israeli settle
ments in the Sinai prior to the conven
ing of the Camp David peace con
ference. The Members of the Senate 
will recall that Prime Minister Sadat 
came to Jerusalem without pre
conditions and was subsequently re
warded with the return of every square 
centimeter of Egyptian territory that 
Israel had occupied in 1967 . . Israel has 
not demanded that Jordan and Syria 
accept the loss of territory as a pre
condition to direct negotiations; the 
United States should not implicitly 
place such a precondition on Israel. 

Freedom for Soviet and Ethiopian 
Jewry has long been a foreign policy 
objective of the United States. Helping 
Israel provide these people with homes 
and jobs is a logical extension of this 
policy. How ironic it would be for the 
freedoms we have helped to achieve to 
wither on the vine due to a lack of 
funds. I know that Scoop Jackson
long my closest friend in the Senate-
would support Israel's request for loan 
guarantees in order to secure in reality 
the freedom which we have helped to 
bring about in theory and I most cer
tainly do. And I believe that the re
quest should be granted without pre
conditions which are more appro
priately hammered out between Israel 
and its neighbors at the negotiating 
table. 

The size of the request may at first 
appear large, but it is important to re
member that loan guarantees do not 
require the expenditure of a single 
American tax dollar. Moreover, these 
guarantees will amount to less than 1 
percent of all Government backed 
loans issued during this period. It 
should also be noted that Israel has 
never defaulted on a loan or note. 

Mr. President, the administration re
ceived the delay it requested. And we 
sought a reasonable compromise during 
that period. But the emigres-seeking 
freedom from fear-should be made to 
wait no longer for the United States to 
grant the reasonable request that it 
guarantee loans to this credit-worthy 
friend and sister democracy. In short, I 
believe that our guarantee is an appro
priate and humanitarian step and that 
it should be granted without further 
delay. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the resolution offered by the 
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distinguished Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. LAUTENBERG]. As an original co
sponsor of the Kasten-Inouye amend
ment which would have provided Israel 
with loan guarantees, I'm also proud to 
be a cosponsor of this resolution (S. 
Res. 277). Although I would have pre
ferred that we have the opportunity to 
vote on the loan guarantee legislation, 
I view this vote as an important dem
onstration of our commitment to help 
resettle Soviet and Ethiopian Jewish 
refugees. 

Mr. President, let me make a few 
points clear regarding humanitarian 
assistance to Soviet and Ethiopian 
Jewish refugees. First, I believe the 
United States has a moral and historic 
obligation to help Israel resettle these 
refugees. Moral because we have made 
Soviet emigration our cause for dec
ades. Historic because we must not for
get what happened when the world shut 
their doors the last time Jews tried to 
escape oppression. The United States 
should honor its historic commitment 
to freeing and helping settle Soviet 
Jews. Second, Israel has not asked for 
either grants or loans from the United 
States but is only asking us for loan 
guarantees--for our Government sim
ply to cosign loans so that Israel could 
secure funding from the United States 
private sector. 

Third, the loan guarantees would not 
cost American taxpayers. A recent 
GAO report stated: 

We believe that if Congress authorizes the 
$10 billion in loan guarantees requested by 
the Israeli Government, the Israeli Govern
ment will likely be able to fully service its 
external debt and continue its past record of 
payment. 

In its 43 years of existence, Israel has 
never failed or been late with a loan 
payment. The loan guarantees would 
not only have benefited Israel. It is es
timated . that the loan guarantees 
would have stimulated an additional 
$1~$15 billion in United States exports 
to Israel for the period of 1992-96; $1 bil
lion in exports creates an additional 
20,000 jobs in the United States accord
ing to our United States Trade Rep
resentative. In sum, our private sector 
would have provided loans, the United 
States would be paid back with inter
est, and in the process export an addi
tional $10-$15 billion, creating approxi
mately 200,000 jobs in the United 
States. That's a good deal. 

Mr. President, I would also like to 
address the question of the loan guar
antees, settlements, and the Middle 
East peace process. I believe the settle
ment issue is best dealt in Arab-Israeli 
negotiations. It should also be viewed 
in light of the Arab League's embargo 
against Israel and refusal to recognize 
Israel's right to exist. In fact, if pre
conditions are going to be set-as the 
Bush administration is doing with 
these loan guarantees--why not require 
the Arab League to recognize Israel 
and lift its economic embargo? 

Mr. President, the Bush administra
tion's sincerity in its dealings with 
Congress over the loan guarantee issue, 
recent news leaks by the administra
tion concerning unsubstantiated re
ports of Israeli proliferation and a host 
of other incidents have led to a deterio
ration in our relations with Israel. I do 
not believe that the administration's 
current treatment of our most reliable 
and important ally in the Middle East 
is in the best interest of our Nation. I 
do not believe that having Israel ques
tion its security and fundamental rela
tionship with the United States will 
give Israel the confidence to move for
ward in the peace process. I also do not 
believe that by associating itself with 
Arab demands, the Bush administra
tion will advance the bilateral negotia
tions between Israel and its Arab 
neighbors. 

I support the current Middle East 
peace process. In fact, I believe we 
should go even further in bringing last
ing peace to the region. The United 
States needs to promote democracy 
throughout the region and democracy 
should be on the agenda at the Middle 
East peace conference. Peace and sta
bility in the Middle East can be lasting 
only if all countries in the region take 
care of the needs of their people and 
allow greater freedom of expression 
and greater participation in their gov
ernance. 

The United States should also take 
the lead in advancing a temporary mul
tilateral moratorium on the sale or 
transfer of arms to the Middle East. 
Stopping the flow of conventional, 
chemical, and nonconventional weap
ons to the region would help defuse an 
explosive situation. And, while Presi
dent Bush has called for restraining de
stabilizing arms transfers and taken 
some steps in that direction, the ad
ministration has sold $18.223 billion in 
weapons to Arab States from August 
1990 to January of this year. Next year, 
the administration plans on selling 72 
advanced model F-15 fighter-bombers, 
worth $5 billion to Saudi Arabia. Such 
sales will not help the peace process. I 
wonder how the administration can ex
pect Russia, North Korea, China, as 
well as Western and Eastern Europe to 
limit their arms sales to these coun
tries, if the administration continues 
to sell vast amounts of technologically 
advanced weapons to the Arab League. 
I also wonder whether the administra
tion intends to condition its sale of 
weapons to an Arab countries formal 
recognition of Israel's right to exist? 

Mr. President, I question the admin
istration's overall policy in the Middle 
East as well as President Bush's "even 
handed" approach. Where he is so 
quick to condemn Israel and quick to 
accommodate Arab leaders and the 
PLO. How is it evenhanded for George 
Bush to join with the United Nations in 
strongly condemning Israel while it re
mained silent on the killing of the four 

Jewish settlers earlier this year? How 
is it evenhanded for George Bush to 
strongly condemn Israel when he ex
cuses the Emir of Kuwait when he 
ejected 200,000 Palestinians from his 
country? Requiring Israel, our demo
cratic ally, to take unilateral action 
without requiring anything of the Arab 
League is not evenhanded. 

Mr. President, I ask President Bush 
to reconsider his take-it-or-leave-it po
sition on the loan guarantees. And, I 
ask my colleagues to join me in voting 
for the Lautenberg resolution. The 
United States should assure our ally 
that we remain committed to helping 
Israel absorb the 400,000 Soviet Jewish 
immigrants now in Israel and the 
600,000 Soviet immigrants expected to 
arrive in the current wave of immigra
tion. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
support the United States provision of 
loan guarantees to Israel to assist in 
the settlement of Soviet Jews. The 
United States made the free emigra
tion of Soviets, and Soviet Jews in par
ticular, a high priority in its dealings 
with the Soviet Union over the last 45 
years. Though the dissolution of the 
Soviet Union has led to a much more 
open emigration policy, our commit
ment to the freedom of Jews in the 
former Soviet Union has not ended. I 
believe that we have a moral and his
torical obligation to do what we can to 
assist Israel in absorbing the 750,000 to 
1 million Soviet Jews expected to ar
rive there over the next few years. 

Last fall, it seemed that the debate 
over providing loan guarantees was fo
cused on when the guarantees would be 
provided rather than whether they 
would be provided at all. At that time · 
I supported delaying the loan guaran
tees until after the peace process had 
begun and been given a chance to show 
progress. The process is underway, and 
it appears at this time that negotia
tions may drag on for years. I do not 
believe we can afford to wait for the 
outcome before providing guarantees. 
Unfortunately, that no longer appears 
to be the administration's position. 
The debate today has changed from one 
of when it would be appropriate to pro
vide loan guarantees to the question of 
offering guarantees at all. 

As we all know, the central issue in 
the debate revolves around Israeli set
tlements in the occupied territories of 
the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Over 
the years, the United States has not 
supported Israel's policy of continuing 
with settlements in the occupied terri
tories. Economic aid given to Israel in 
previous years, whether in the form of 
loans or loan guarantees, has included 
language that limited the use of those 
funds to activities within Israel's pre-
1967 border. I support this policy, and I 
believe that we must be sure that guar
antees do not have the effect of encour
aging increased settlement in the occu
pied territories. We must also be sure 
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that granting loan guarantees does not 
create the appearance that we condone 
such settlements. 

Like many of my colleagues, I sup
port providing the guarantees, yet op
pose their use in the settlements. I do 
not believe that these are mutually ex
clusive positions. This issue is impor
tant enough that we should find a way 
to address both concerns. In fact, var
ious options for providing guarantees 
while addressing concerns over Israeli 
settlements have been put forth by the 
0hairman of the Foreign Operations 
Subcommittee, Senator LEAHY; and by 
Senators INOUYE and KASTEN. Each of 
the proposals deserved careful consid
eration. Unfortunately, this adminis
tration has refused to consider alter
natives other than its own. 

Mr. President, I believe that we 
should seek a way to assist Israel in 
absorbing immigrants from the former 
Soviet Union in the form of loan guar
antees. I will support the resolution 
pending before the Senate, because no 
language in the resolution gives me a 
reason to vote "no." However, in doing 
so, I feel compelled to poi:ht out the 
resolution's serious shortcomings. By 

· its language, it purports to endorse 
loan guarantees to Israel without re
gard to how these funds are used. There 
is no indication that we stand by the 
historfo position of our Government 
against expansion of settlements in the 
occupied territories. It does not state 
in a balanced way the policy the Unit- . 
ed States has consistently adhered to 
during all administrations since the 
time Lyndon Johnson was President. 

In addition, Mr. President, the reso
lution is offered at an extremely deli
cate time in the efforts of our own Gov
ernment to bring the parties in the 
Middle East into substantive negotia
tions. 

I sincerely hope that a proper way to 
assist Israel with the absorption of im
migrants can be agreed to along the 
lines most recently suggested by Sen
ator LEAHY. The resolution does not 
help us find that way. It sidesteps the 
real issues and gives the false impres
sion that we are dealing seriously with 
the needs of our longstanding and val
ued ally. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I support 
the Lautenberg resolution. I have been 
disappointed that Israel's request for 
$10 billion in loan guarantees was not 
incorporated in the President's re
quest. I also believe that the loan guar
antees should not be linked to the Mid
dle East peace process. 

There would be no cost to the Amer
ican taxpayer because of these guaran
tees. Israel has never defaulted on its 
international obligations. 

The President was strong in his sup
port for emigration of Soviet and Ethi
opian Jews and their absorption in Is
rael. 

But the President then turned his 
back on a critical humanitarian need. 

This is not about land-this is not 
about the peace process. This is about 
tens of thousands of immigrants who 
sought Israel as a safe haven and home. 
And this is about our strongest demo
cratic ally providing for its own citi
zens without any cost to the United 
States. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I re
gret that this matter of providing loan 
guarantees to Israel has become such a 
contentious issue. 

The real issue here is how we can 
best help Israel absorb the influx of al
most a million Jewish refugees, most 
coming from Russia after the United 
States long campaign for free emigra
tion finally bore fruit. We cannot af
ford to absorb all these emigres our
selves, and we cannot afford to give Is
rael the necessary funds to provide for 
these people. So the American and Is
raeli Governments agreed that the best 
course of action was for the United 
States to provide guarantees for loans 
that Israel would assume from the 
international financial community. 
This agreement would allow Israel to 
borrow money quicker and at a lower 
rate without much cost to the United 
States. Israel has since agreed to pay 
the origination fees so that there 
would be no direct cost to the Amer
ican taxpayer. 

Unfortunately, the general agree
ment to provide the guarantees began 
to unravel almost a year ago over the 
issue of settlements in the occupied 
territories. The Bush administration 
became concerned by the increase in 
settlement activity in the occupied 
territories, an activity that U.S. policy 
has always opposed. All United States 
funding for Israel comes with the stipu
lation that no moneys be used to sup
port settlement activity. When it came 
to enabling a loan guarantee of such 
magnitude, $10 billion, the administra
tion felt that it could nO't support a 
program within the pre-1967 boundaries 
of Israel if an aggressive program of 
settlements was underway simulta
neously in the occupied territories. 
And Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir 
remained firm in his conviction that 
the settlements must go forward. 
Months of discussion between the ad
ministration, Congress and the Israeli 
Government have failed so far to 
produce an acceptable compromise. 

But I don't believe the issue is dead. 
Th.e resolution before us indicates that 
the United States Senate supports the 
concept of assistance for · Israel in its 
difficult task of absorbing an influx of 
refugees numbering almost a quarter of 
its current population. And this resolu
tion stresses that these loan guaran
tees be appropriate. To me, this means 
that they must be in accordance with 
long-standing U.S. policy and not in di
rect conflict with the process of nego
tiating a solution to the Middle East 
conflict. For if there is to be any long
term peace in the region, which I be-

lieve Israelis and Palestinians truly de
sire, than it must come through a ne
gotiated solution to the issues and ten
sions that plague the region now. 

I must commend the senior Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] for his tire
less efforts to find an acceptable solu
tion to this impasse, and I hope he will 
not give up the fight. It is unfortunate 
that this issue has come to be inter
preted as a rift in United States-Israeli 
relations. I don't believe that a fun
damental rift has occurred in what is 
at its core, a strong and vibrant alli
ance. I am confident that an acceptable 
way can be found to get beyond this 
impasse and once again get back on 
track, both in supporting Soviet Jew
ish emigres and in a cooperative United 
States-Israeli relationship. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today as a cosponsor of the pending 
resolution regarding loan guarantees 
for refugee resettlement in Israel. This 
sense of the Senate resolution reaf
firms the Senate's strong support for 
aiding Israel in its quest to absorb the 
influx of Jewish immigrants arriving 
daily from the former Soviet Union and 
Ethiopia. Prior to the dissolution of 
the Soviet Union, one of the highest 
priorities of the United States policy 
on human rights was to work to allow 
Soviet Jews to emigrate. Now that 
they are virtually free to leave, there 
is a continuing obligation for the Unit
ed States to assist. Provided, of course, 
that the potential emigres have had 
full opportunity to evaluate their op
portunities in a new land compared 
with their improving opportunities by 
remaining in the states of their choice 
to foste.r democracy and free markets. 

The arguments for granting the loan 
guarantees are well known and need 
not be restated. What must be said, 
however, is that it is extremely unfor
tunate that disagreements over the 
terms of the guarantees have prevented 
their approval. It stands to reason that 
the United States and Israel, two na
tions with such a long and mutually 
beneficial relationship, must find a 
common ground of agreement in the fu
ture. 

The importance of the relationship 
between our nations goes without say
ing, and to create a long-term problem 
over this issue would be a serious mis
take in view of our mutual security in
terests. The continuation of a positive 
and constructive relationship between 
the United States and Israel is crucial 
to peace and stability in the Middle 
East. I therefore call on the American 
Jewish community to join in a con
structive, equitable resolution of the 
differences. 

Since the beginning of the debate 
over the loan guarantees, I have re
ceived many letters and phone calls on 
the issue from constituents throughout 
the Commonwealth of Virginia. Their 
views and opinions, each of which I 
value highly, are both knowledgeable 
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and informative. Mr. President, I would 
like to insert into the record an ex
cerpt of one such letter which rep
resents the feelings of many Vir
ginians. Mr. David Rosenbaum, a 
northern Virginia resident, wrote the 
letter and I ask that the excerpt be in
serted into the RECORD at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

In closing, I reiterate my support for 
the pending sense of the Senate resolu
tion and look forward to working with 
my colleagues here in Congress, the 
Bush administration and the Govern
ment of Israel to insure that our two 
nations work together to maintain a 
mutually beneficial relationship. With-: 
out such an alliance, there is no realis
tic chance of achieving the goal we all 
strive for: a Middle East peace agree
ment. 

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: I am deeply grate
ful that you have signed on as a co-sponsor 
of the Kasten bill on the guarantee of loans 
to Israel for the absorption of immigrants. I 
think the President's news conference on the 
subject was unreasonably harsh and uncalled 
for. The right to peacefully petition the gov
ernment was put in the Bill of Rights by the 
founders of this country for very good rea
sons. It is unseemly for the President to 
criticize citizens for exercising their rights. 
I'm not too happy about many of the insensi
tive and insulting comments coming out of 
the Government of Israel either, but that's 
not my country or my government. I have a 
higher standard for us than for other coun
tries, even other democracies. I hope and ex
pect that the issue will eventually be re
solved to everyone's satisfaction. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID RoSENBAUM. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join in cosponsoring this res
olution, which expresses the Senate's 
support for loan guarantees to support 
the absorption of immigrants in Israel. 

I have long argued that Israel's suc
cessful absorption of immigrants is an 
issue of humanitarian concern. It is un
fortunate that the administration has 
insisted on conditioning the provision 
of such humanitarian assistance. 

I agree with longstanding United 
States opposition to Israeli settle
ments in the occupied territories. But I 
do not believe that we should link 
these issues, for this has the effect of 
penalizing immigrants for the settle
ments policy of the Israeli Govern
ment. 

It is equally unfortunate that the 
Bush administration has chosen to 
view the emigration of Soviet Jews as 
a problem. · 

I believe this emigration vindicates 
American policy of the last 40 years. It 
should be viewed as an unqualified suc
cess of American foreign policy. And 
the United States should be doing what 
we can to help fully realize this suc
cess. 

Soviet Jewish immigration should be 
viewed as a shared Israeli and Amer
ican triumph, and a cause for celebra
tion. 

Instead, the Bush administration has 
transformed it into a major source of 
tension between our two governments. 
This is deeply regrettable. I believe it . 
is unnecessary, unwarranted, and 
wrong. 

That is why I am pleased to cospon
sor this resolution. In this resolution, 
the Senate clearly expresses its alter
native view of the recent immigration 
to Israel. 

The resolution conveys the Senate's 
belief that America now has an oppor
tunity to support our longstanding pol
icy by providing loan guarantees to 
support the resettlement of Soviet 
Jews in Israel. 

I regret the Bush administration's 
drastically different approach, and I 
urge the President to reconsider his 
unwise policy. 

Mr. President, I ask that the time 
that I have used be taken from my 
leader time and not charged against 
the time of the supporters of the reso
lution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Wiscon
sin. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, first of 
all, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE] be named as an original co
sponsor of this legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. BROWN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. President, for 11 years in this 
Congress, both in the House and now in 
the Senate, I have worked for the day 
when the citizens of the Soviet Union 
would have the right to emigrate. Over 
the years, we have sent hundreds of let
ters, sometimes that many every year, 
to Soviet officials urging the release of 
those who wanted to leave that coun
try and · find a better way of life. My 
guess is that over the years, there have 
been millions of prayers by Americans 
of all faiths that the freedom to emi
grate, the freedom to find a better way 
of life, would come to the Soviet 
Union. Thankfully, that has tran
spired. 

Mr. President, I support the resolu
tion and am pleased to join as a co
sponsor. As I have studied the issue, I 
see the following facts. First of all, 
there are over a million people in the 
former Soviet Union who wish to emi
grate to Israel. That is a fact. They 
want to leave and they want to go to 
Israel. 

Second, this is the fulfillment of a 
goal that Americans have worked to 
achieve for more than 50 years. It is 
not just a goal of Russia's. It is not 
just a goal of those in Israel. This is a 
goal that Americans have shared in for 
over half a century. 

Mr. President, I also believe that if 
they do not have the right to leave, 
they face great danger, great personal 
danger. How many of us, with the 
knowledge we have today, would not 
cringe at the failure of countries to act 
to allow those who later faced the Hol
ocaust to leave Germany in the thirties 
while they still could? We all pray that 
this is not an eventuality or even a 
possibility in the former Soviet Union. 
But we have no guarantee. Mr. Presi
dent, I must tell you I believe many 
who would emigrate to Israel face real 
danger, and they face it now. 

Fourth, I believe allowing them to 
emigrate would be of enormous help in 
protecting their safety. Fifth, these 
guarantees provided by American peo
ple can be the instrument that will 
achieve this. Let me be clear. These 
guarantees are not going to cost the 
American taxpayers any money. They 
are going to be paid back. Any admin
istrative costs associated with them 
will be paid back as well. 

What is the argument then? The ar
gument is that America may need le
verage, leverage over Israel to achieve 
a peace settlement. I guess Members of 
this body might disagree with whether 
that is wise policy or not, but, Mr. 
President, let me share my view. 

This is not the tool, this is not the 
weapon, this is not the instrument that 
America ought to use to put leverage 
on Israel for the peace process. Gam
bling with the lives of a million people 
is not the right tool. 

The United States Congress appro
priates billions of dollars every year in 
foreign assistance to Israel. We can put 
enormous leverage on this tiny coun
try. Some, like me, question the wis
dom of running a foreign policy based 
on telling others what to do. But if the 
United States wants to do so, it does 
not lack weapons or leverage. We have 
all the leverage anyone could ever 
want. These loan guarantees are not 
the instrument we ought to use to put 
pressure on the State of Israel. 

Helping people emigrate from the So
viet Union fulfills American goals, 
American dreams, and American pray
ers. 

I just make this observation in clos
ing. We have heard some bitter re
marks on this floor tonight; some have 
attributed blame to the executive for 
the failure to provide loan guarantees 
to Israel. But, Mr. President, I am a 
Member of the Senate, and there are 
other Members of the Senate, and to
gether with the House we can pass 
these loan guarantees by ourselves. It 
is not the President who has stopped 
loan guarantees from coming to the 
floor. It is the Members of this body. 
Let us get on with the work. Let us get 
on with our job. Let us pass the loan 
guarantees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
note with respect and admiration the 
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comments of the Senator from Colo
rado. I wish we had been able to drum 
up the enthusiasm at a time earlier 
than this so that we would not have to 
resort to what I think is a qualified 
fallback position. I wish we could have 
dealt with the issue head on. But the 
President put up obstacles. He threat
ened to veto our efforts. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado and so many other col
leagues who have expressed their sup
port and given me and Senator KASTEN 
credit for bringing this issue before the 
Senate. It is not without great signifi
cance, in my view, that this resolution 
will have overwhelming support. It will 
be part of the legislative history that 
is going to be referred to in the future 
on loan guarantees, especially as we 
deal with foreign aid and Israel and our 
responsibilities in the Middle East. 

Mr. President, one of the things 
talked about earlier was the word "ap
propriate," which, if you look at the 
text of the resolution, was inserted 
after the printing was done. It appar
ently gives some solace or comfort to 
those who would oppose the previous 
version of this resolution. 

I see it differently. I approved of the 
word " appropriate" in the negotia
tions. To me "appropriate" means un
linked; it means separating loan guar
antees from the settlements issue. We 
are talking about absorption loan guar
antees; we are not talking about the 
peace negotiations. "Appropriate" fur
ther means a $10 billion proposal. That 
is what was on the table. So that is the 
way I interpret " appropriate. " 

Mr. President, there has been discus
sion back and forth. I think it has been 
reasonable. I am glad to hear the 
pledges of support that come from one 
after another. I want to commend the 
Senator from Wisconsin for his stead
fast work on behalf of the loan guaran
tees and in support of our critical ally, 
Israel. I commend him also for the re
tracing history a few minutes ago. It is 
important to remember how all of this 
began. 

When we talk about Israel , we are 
not talking about some emirate or 
monarchy or kingdom in t he Middle 
East. We are talking about a demo
cratic nation t hat arose from the 
ashes. It arose from a people whose 
lives and families were dest royed sys
tematically in a process this world 
never before witnessed. Six million 
Jews were killed and maybe we'll lea rn 
of more from the records we get from 
the Soviet Union. 

Israel was the last refuge for this 
proud and durable people. Israel was a 
nation that was started with a very 
small number of pioneers who fought 
the desert, who fought malaria, who 
fought intolerable conditions to start a 
country. It was begun with about 
600,000 citizens. 

By the way, I think it is important to 
remember that when the partition was 

created and a new country established, 
I remind those who are listening or will 
be viewing the RECORD, that the city of 
Jerusalem, a holy city, was originally 
presented as an international city with 
access to all people. 

What happened? In 1948 this group of 
pioneers-not a group of soldiers, not 
an army, not with equipment-people 
who felt that they had to fight to pre
serve their heritage and the future 
with the few people that remained 
after World War II, fought. They fought 
valiantly against the Arab legion, the 
military force from Jordan. And they 
lost in the contest for Jerusalem, and 
the city was divided. 

But do you know what happened? 
From 1948 to 1967 no Jew was permitted 
access to the holy places, and the Jor
danians, to add insult to injury, made 
urinals out of ancient headstones so 
that they could describe their hatred. 

This is the Israeli history that we 
forget so quickly. Israel is a country so 
young-44 years in being-with five 
medical schools, colleges, universities, 
scientists, aircraft builders. Israel , a 
tiny little country in a hostile place, 
has been allied with this country be
cause it is a democratic state and be
cause we share values and because it is 
in America's interest. That is what we 
are looking at in the Middle East. The 
democracy of Israel is a tiny country 
surrounded by more than 100 million 
hostile Arabs, many of whose lives are 
controlled by monarchs, many of whom 
are kept in a state of deprivation and 
poverty. Their undemocratic govern
ments do not want their people to un
derstand what is going on in the world, 
to be permitted to vote , to be per
mitted to participate in government. 

We went to war to save Kuwait and 
Saudi Arabia from total occupation by 
Saddam Hussein. What happened to 
those people who by birth claim they 
are Palestinians in Kuwait? They are 
not even welcome back in the country 
they lived in and worked in and raised 
their families in because they are Pal
estinians. I think it's 600,000. But, we 
do not hear cries at the United Nations 
or pressure to let those people return 
to their normal lives. No . The cr ies are 
saved for Israel. 

Mr. President, I will close because I 
see that my colleague from Wisconsin 
wants some time. He deserves it, and I 
am going t o give it t o him. I think i t 's 
important t o remember that the t erri
tories, the West Bank as it is defined, 
were taken in a defensive war when 
Arab armies amassed to finally com
plete the task that they had in front of 
them. 

That task is the destruction of the 
Jewish people and the Jewish nation 
that existed there. 

Settlements are a result of that war, 
and they must be discussed directly by 
the parties. There ought not to be any 
leverage tilting against Israel. There 
should not be preconditions. 

It is an unfortunate development, 
Mr. President, that we have seen here, 
that the administration connected loan 
guarantees with settlements and the 
peace negotiations. The administration 
inhibited rather than promoted peace. I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, how 
much time is remaining on either side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 3 minutes 16 seconds. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield time. 
Mr. KASTEN. I thank the Chair. I 

thank the Senator from New Jersey. I 
congratulate the Senator from New 
Jersey on his leadership on this issue. 

Just in a few closing minutes, we are 
about to vote, I want to emphasize that 
this vote is not a vote without con
sequence. This is not, as someone re
ferred to earlier, I am not sure exactly, 
some kind of a meaningless, throw
away vote. 

Mr. President, this is the first vote 
that either the House of Representa
tives or the Senate of the United 
States has cast on the issue of absorp
tion loan guarantees in the history of 
the U.S. Congress. This is it. Vote No. 
1. We now have 74 cosponsors of Kas
ten-Inouye. 

We delayed a vote on this subject ·at 
the request of the administration for a 
period of months. 

Yes, this is a sense-of-the-Senate res
olution but I believe we are going to 
have over 90, it could be over 95, U.S. 
Senators that will stand here today 
and vote in favor of this resolution, in 
effect voting in favor of absorption 
loan guarantees totaling $10 billion 
over 5 years to the State of Israel. 

Some are worrying about how we are 
going to define "appropriate." Well, 
Webster's Dictionary defines "appro
priate" and picks some appropriate 
synonyms, such as: proper, fit, suit
able , fitting, et cetera. Stick with the 
Webster dictionary definition of appro
priate. 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
BROWN] reflected the mood of the Sen
ate at this moment when he said that 
the Senate can act and will act on this 
issue. This is the beginning. This is the 
first vote , t he first vote in history on 
this issue. The next votes may come on 
a supplemental appropriations bill. The 
next vote may · come as an amendment 
on a Soviet aid supplement al bill. 

We are going t o need one based on 
the speech this m orning by the Presi
dent. The next vot e may come on the 
1993 foreign operations bill, the regular 
bill that must be passed this Septem
ber. The next vote on this issue will 
come. This vote is a key vote because 
this vote demonstrates the support or 
lack of support which the concept of 
loan guarantees has from the Senate. 

I am confident of the support tha t 
this concept has in the House of Rep
resentati ves, and I know now that in 
addition to the 74 cosponsors of Kas
ten-Inouye we will see an even stronger 
vote today on this issue. 
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This vote is a critical vote. This vote 

is a historic vote. This vote is an indi
cating vote. This vote is a vote that 
shows where the United States Senate 
stands on the issue of loan guarantees 
to Israel; notwithstanding the position 
of this administration, and the State 
Department today. 

The majority leader said the Senate 
has an alternate view. The majority 
leader was correct. The Senate does 
have an alternate view, a different 
view, a very different view. And the 
vote that we are about to cast indi
cates how strong that alternate view 
is, and our view I believe will prevail in 
this overall debate as we continue to 
work for and seek some kind of effort, 
some kind of compromise , some kind of 
middle ground here. The fact that the 
Senate feels very strongly about this 
issue is important, is historic , and I 
think should not in any way be dimin
ished by any of the discussions we have 
had here this evening. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Republican leader, either on 
leader's time or what time that we 
may have available to us. 

Mr. President, excuse me, I would 
like to add the Senator from Mis
sissippi [Mr. COCHRAN] as an original 
cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KASTEN. I yield the remainder 
of the time to the Republican leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 6 minutes remaining to debate on 
the resolution. 

Mr. DOLE. Who has the 6 minutes? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Jersey has 6 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield 5 minutes 
to the majority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. I will use 5 minutes of my 
leader time. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Is there a unani
mous consent for a vote to kick off at 
7:40? 

Mr. DOLE. Except I have the r ight to 
use my leader t ime. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
an order for a 7:40 vote. 

Mr. DOLE. I ask that I be permitted 
to use 5 minutes. It may not t ake 10 
m inutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased the Senate has agreed on a re
sponsible way to deal with this resolu
tion. We had a meeting with Secretary 
Baker on the loan guarantees issue the 
other day. In fact, it was yesterday, 
and the Senators there represented a 
wide spectrum of views on the issue. 
But there was a unanimity that 
showdowns on this issue-"showdowns" 
between the United States and Israel; 
showdowns here on the Senate floor
are definitely a lose-lose proposition. 
Everybody involved loses in the long 
run no matter how the showdown 
comes out in the shortrun. 

So in avoiding this particular show
down, we have achieved a win-win. 

I want to say a few words about why 
I will vote for this resolution. 

First, I support the principle of loan 
guarantees to help Israel to absorb So
viet and other Jews. I always have, and 
always will, accept that in principle. 
Second, among the changes we suc
ceeded in making to this resolution, 
two are particularly important. 

We have made it clear that the Sen
ate supports these guarantees only on 
the condition that Israel agrees to pay 
for the actual costs involved so that 
the cost to the American taxpayer will 
be zero. I happen to note, by the way, 
there is no agreement yet on what 
those costs will actually be. But the 
point is my support for the resolution 
is conditioned on my understanding 
that what we have passed requires Is
rael to. pay that cost. 

The other important change was the 
notation that the Senate was support
ing "appropriate" loan guarantees. I 
think anybody can interpret it in any 
way they wish, Webster, whatever. We 
can each interpret it as we see fit. It 
seems to me, though, that at a bare 
minimum the "appropriate" program 
of guarantees issued by the United 
States of America would be one that 
serves the national interest and of the 
United States of America, which is 
something we ought to think about in 
this debate. 

As I read the Constitution, the Presi
dent has the primary responsibility to 
make the determination about an 
America's national interests in the 
field of foreign policy. 

I might say as an aside. I was ·a little 
surprised to read about Governor Clin
ton who, in effect, was suggesting that 
President Bush might be anti-Semitic. 
He also said it a little earlier-that set
tlements were an obstacle to peace. 
And he also is quoted in one publica
tion saying there ought to be a Pal
estinian State. This is the Governor 
Clinton who wants to be the Demo
cratic nominee, trying to have it three 
different ways in a matter of 3 or 4 
days. 

Maybe he will finally focus on what
ever position he has. But I think i t cer
t a inly is not becoming to him and cer
tainly not accurat e t o suggest tha t 
about President Bush. 

I believe the President has laid out 
the right policy: Loan guarantees 
ought to advance an America's na
tional interests; they ought to be af
fordable; they ought not interfere with 
the peace process; they ought not to 
pay directly or indirectly for programs 
that we have declared an obstacle to 
peace such as the settlements in the 
occupied territory. That is how I look 
at "appropriate," when I interpret the 
word "appropriate." Those are the kind 
that I am willing to support by voting 
for this resolution. 

Third, and finally, I would like to 
make note of some of the very impor-

tant things that are not in this resolu
tion. 

There is no mention of the fact that 
the United States over the years has 
given Israel tens of billions of dollars 
in aid. 

There is no mention of the fact that 
the United States this year will give Is
rael $2.3 billion in direct dollar aid, and 
several billion more in indirect aid; 
subsidies and support. That means a 
thousand dollars for every man, 
woman, and child in Israel-more than 
15 times greater than the per capita aid 
we give to any other nation on Earth. 

There is no mention of the fact that 
the Bush administration is ready to 
sign on to a loan guarantee program 
today, today-and has indeed proposed 
one in great detail-provided only that 
the deal does not compromise long
standing American policy since 1967 on 
settlements and the peace process. 

There is no mention of the fact that 
this President has been the best friend 
that Israel has ever had, when meas
ured by the most important standard 
of all: results. 
It is this President, President Bush, 

who has led our Nation brilliantly in 
turning back Saddam Hussein's naked 
aggression, committing 500,000 Amer
ican soldiers and tens of billions of 
American dollars to that effort. 

It is this President, President Bush, 
who led that war that destroyed the 
most powerful Arab military machine 
in the Middle East, and one of the most 
threatening to Israel. 
It is this President, President Bush, 

who led us to our final victory in the 
cold war, leading to the collapse of the 
Communist Soviet State and the vir
tual elimination overnight of the rear 
base of the radical Arab forces aligned 
against Israel. 

It is this President, President Bush, 
who brought the Arab States to the 
peace table for direct talks with Israel, 
the fundamental goal of Israel's policy 
for four decades. 

It is this President, President Bush, 
who led the effort in the United Na
t ions t o over turn the hideous Zionism
racism resolution. 

It is t his President, President Bush, 
who has year after year supported and 
won approval of multibillion-dollar aid 
programs. 
It is this President, President Bush, 

who launched new strategic and tac
tical cooperation programs with Israel. 

And the list goes on and on and on 
and on. But for some, it is not enough. 
For them, the question is not: What 
have you done for me? The question is: 
What have you done for me lately? And 
have you done every last little thing I 
demanded, even a sacrifice of your own 
independent judgment as to what is 
best for your own country? That is the 
litmus test that some apply. 

It is unfair, and sad, and self-defeat
ing, because that is not the litmus test 
that Americans apply to George Bush's 
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leadership. The American people by 
and large warit the President to sup
port Israel. We want President Bush to 
support Israel and to stand by her as 
our best friend in the Middle East. And 
the American people by and large be
lieve the President has done just that 
and gone, not one, but many extra 
miles to do just that. 

We have avoided a showdown here, 
but if we ever get to one, the American 
people are going to support George 
Bush for one very good reason: They 
understand what he is doing is right, 
right for America, right for Israel, and 
right for the cause of peace. 

So I regret that thes.e sentiments 
were not reflected in the resolution, 
but I wanted to make certain they 
were reflected in our debate, so there 
would be no misunderstanding of the 
views of this Senator on this very im
portant issue. 

This is, as my friend pointed out, a 
very important issue. The resolutjon 
does not mention settlements. We skirt 
that particular question. But it is an 
important vote, an important issue. I 
think those of us who have long sup
ported Israel will vote yes on the reso-
1 ution with the reservations that I 
have stated in my remarks. 

I yield back any time I may have. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Jersey has 1 minute. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

just say in response to the distin
guished Republican leader, first, that 
the administration never indicated, in 
any way, that it would accept a com
promise or a move toward providing 
those loan guarantees. The proof is 
that there was a veto message already 
written on loan guarantees. We all 
heard about it. The administration was 
well prepared with a veto message. The 
President was ready to go, ready to 
challenge anything that we offered by 
way of loan guarantees. 

Second, I must say to the Senator 
from Kansas, the distinguished legisla
tor, that it is in our interest to support 
Israel. And if you think about how 
much more it might have cost us dur
ing the war by way of lives, resources, 
and equipment, and what we saved for 
America by supporting a strong and 
independent Israel, I think we can all 
view this objectively as good for the 
United States. 

I hope we will have the kind of vote 
that appears to be developing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
AKAKA). All time has expired. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber de
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 99, 
nays 1, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 63 Leg.] 
YEA~99 

Adams 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Elden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Craig 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConclni 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
Exon 
Ford 

Fowler 
Garn 
Glenn 
Gore 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lau ten berg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Metzenbaum 

NAY~l 

Byrd 

Mikulski 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Riegle // 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sanford 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Seymour 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Wallop 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wirth 
Wofford 

So the resolution (S. Res. 277) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, is 

as follows: 
S. RES. 277 

Whereas the United States has a long
standing policy of supporting free emigra
tion for people living in the former Soviet 
Union; 

Whereas since 1974 the United States has 
linked nondiscriminatory trade treatment 
(most favored nation status) for the former 
Soviet Union to free emigration through the 
Jackson-Vanik amendment; 

Whereas anti-Semitism continues to be a 
threat to Jews in the former Soviet Union; 

Whereas Israel faces an untenable burden 
in absorbing unprecedented numbers of So
viet refugees; 

Whereas the success of United States pol
icy on human rights regarding the former 
Soviet Union and Ethiopia has resulted in 
approximately 400,000 refugees to Israel since 
1989; 

Whereas the General Accounting Office 
found that "Israel appears to have a reason
able basis for estimating that about one mil
lion Soviet immigrants will arrive during 
the current immigration wave, which began 
in late 1989"; 

Whereas the General Accounting Office 
found that "if the Congress authorizes the 
$10,000,000,000 in loan guarantees requested 
by the Israeli Government, the Israeli Gov
ernment will likely be able to fully service 
its external debt and to continue its past 
record of payment"; and 

Whereas the Government of Israel has 
agreed to pay origination fees for loan guar
antees so that the guarantees will not result 
in any cost to the United States taxpayer: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that the United States Government should 
support appropriate loan guarantees to Is

- rael for refugee absorption. 
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that there be a period 
for morning business, with Senators 
permitted to speak therein. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AID TO THE CIS 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, at a meet

ing this morning with the bipartisan 
leadership, President Bush outlined a 
new package of measures to aid the Re
publics of the former Soviet Union, the 
Commonwealth of Independent States. 
The administration's package builds on 
the solid foundation of previous U.S. 
humanitarian and technical assistance 
to the CIS, and represents a major and 
timely initiative in our evolving rela
tions with these new States. 

Mr. President, the President's initia
tive reflects the fact that this is a his
toric moment in world history. If we 
act wisely and boldly now, we can help 
create a more peaceful, stable, and 
prosperous future for the people of the 
former Soviet Union-and even more to 
the point, for the people of the United 
States of America. 

If we make the investment now, that 
investment can pay . enormous divi
dends for ourselves, and for our chil
dren. That is the opportunity before us 
now. 

The administration's proposals are 
intended to be part of an international 
effort in which other prosperous na
tions with a stake in the future of the 
CIS would pay their fair share. But the 
proposals also underscore the Presi
dent's conviction-which I share-that 
America, as the leader of the free 
world, must act like the leader. We 
must be not only a player, but a lead
ing player. That means we must come 
to the table with some chips. 

The President's proposals will work
will change from proposals into pol
icy-only with bipartisan support from 
the Congress. I think the meeting 
today represents an excellent start in 
forging that kind of cooperative effort. 
I have already spoken to a number of 
Senators on both sides of the aisle, and 
I am optimistic that we have a strong 
core group ready to roll up our sleeves 
and get to work. 

We have the President's proposals, 
which I believe are sound, and respon
sible, and forward-looking. Some parts 
of the President's package can be im
plemented through executive action. 
Those elements require no new re
sources, or legislation 

Other parts of the package will re
quire congressional approval. Cer
tainly, we in Congress also have many 



April 1, 1992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 7799 
ideas-some of them overlapping the 
President's proposals, some of them 
complementing what the President an
nounced today. Without doubt, the leg
islation we finally pass will include im
portant input from the Members of the 
Senate and the House. The President 
has indicated both publicly and in pri
vate discussions with me that he wel
comes that kind of active congres
sional role, and indeed believes it is es
sential because of the importance of 
this issue, and the urgency of respond
ing to the problems and the opportuni
ties which confront us in the CIS. 

It is a tall order especially for an · 
election year. Congress must rise above 
posturing and partisanship, and work 
responsibly and expeditiously to craft a 
final package. It will not be easy, but 
it is imperative that we succeed. 

I might note that, within a few min
utes after the President announced his 
package, Governor Clinton made a 
speech generally welcoming the Presi
dent' s initiative, and outlining some of 
his ·own ideas in this area. So, hope
fully, this is one subject, at least, that 
will not be dragged into the partisan
potshooting of a Presidential cam
paign. 

This is far too important for the Na
tion. As President Bush stated this 
morning, this is a defining moment in 
history, both for these new States and 
for American security interests. The 
Democratic leaders of t he new States 
of t he former Soviet Union-people 
like Yeltsin, Kravchuk, and Ter 
Petrossian-are providing courageous 
and determined leadership. It is up t o 
us to match their boldness, and. seize 
this moment, for ourselves and for our 
children. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Might I say to the 

acting majority leader, I want to be ac
commodating. I want maybe 10 or 15 
minutes. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for just one sec
ond? I want to thank him for his cour
tesy. He is very nice to try to expedite 
it. We want him to go ahead, and we 
will close up after his remarks. 

SAVING OUR CHILDREN FROM 
POVERTY 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
want to speak on a theme I believe I 
will be speaking on so long as I am a 
Senator and unless and until we get 
the deficit of the United States under 
control. My theme is, and I truly be
lieve this is an accurate statement: 
Saving our children from poverty. 

We have heard a lot of people talk 
about saving our children from various 
things, saving them from the scourge 
of crime, from drugs. We have heard 
some talk about we ought to provide 
more health care so we can save their 

health. I want to talk about the basic 
idea of prosperity in America. And so I 
choose to discuss that in terms of sav
ing our children from poverty which I 
believe is going to be the fate, if not of 
the next generation, then the one after 
it unless we are able to bring the defi
cit of the U.S. Government under con
trol. 

Why are so many Americans down on 
the economy? There are signs that the 

·economy is recovering. Retail sales, in
dustrial production are up; housing 
starts have climbed 20 percent in the 
last 3 months alone, which is rather 
significant growth; consumers are 
starting to come back. But the senti
ment in the surveys shows that people 
continue to be concerned. 

The economic recovery has been 
rather slow, some might even say ane
mic. One economist has suggested that 
what the American people have been 
witnessing since last year has been a 
very slow liftoff of this economy. Per
haps it is this slow growth characteris
tic of the current recovery that is 
translating into Americans' attitudes 
about the lorig-term economic land
scape. Perhaps Americans are more 
worried about their children's future 
than the short-term outlook. And 
maybe this is because they have come 
to understand that our children are 
going to pay for our persistent Federal 
budget deficits with lower standards of 
living, fewer Government r esources, 
and higher taxes. 

I would like t o speak for just a m o
ment about budget deficits, invest 
ment, product ivi ty, and living stand
ards and see if I can tie them t ogether. 

How do deficits affect our children? 
When the Government runs defici ts, we 
take a bite, in some instances a small 
one, in some a huge bite , and wha t we 
have been doing regularly now is tak
ing a huge bite out of our available na
tional savings. It is only through sav
ings that we can invest, which in turn 
leads to productivity growth, expand
ing markets, job creation, and rising 
living standards for everyone. 

The links between national savings 
and investments, productivity growth, 
and rising standards are very clear. In 
the sixties, net national savings was 10 
percent of our gross national product; 
productivity rose at almost 3 percent 
each year, and the economy grew at 
just about 4 percent a year. 

Today, we have a national savings 
which is less than 3.5 percent largely 
because we are running huge budget 
deficits. And productivity and eco
nomic growth are less than half of the 
1960's levels. Worker productivity has 
declined steadily since the fifties. This 
is not a Republican or a Democratic 
phenomenon. 

It is all our problem. The key to eco
.nomic growth is increased productiv
ity. The key to increased productivity 
is increased national savings. The key 
to increased national savings, at least 

in America, is reducing the Federal 
deficit. 

Why did not the budget agreement 
solve the whole problem? After the 1990 
budget agreement, there was a sigh of 
relief at both ends of Pennsylvania Av
enue because many thought we might 
have finally brought budget peace. 
Looking back at the events of that par
ticular fall, I still believe we made 
some very important inroads into the 
Federal deficit. We set caps on national 
defense and domestic spending. And 
while defense spending is declining and 
will continue to decline, domestic dis
cretionary spending makes up only 
about 15 percent of all Federal spend
ing. 

So here we are today, and even 
though the Congressional Budget Office 
is projecting the deficit will come down 
over the next few years in part because 
of the 1990 budget agreement, CBO and 
others expect to resume an upward 
course in their deficit predictions 
which will exceed $400 billion by the 
year 2002. So for those who think if we 
leave everything alone and let defense 
come down, as it is most probably 
doing, we ought to be getting things 
under control, maybe it will be a shock 
for them to know that the experts say 
even with sustained economic growth, 
which we are not too sure we will have, 
t he deficits will exceed $400 billion a 
year in 2002 and be going up from there. 

I have heard i t said many times the 
reason we have budget deficits is be
cause we cut t axes in 1981. Frankly, I 
think that is overly simplistic. And 
many ways of looking at that would in
dicate that the explanation ignores the 
m ore fundamental long-term trend in 
the budget of the United States, the 
unrelenting growth of entitlement 
spending over the last 30 years. It is 
growth, the mandatory spending, that 
is pushing these deficits back up again. 

As a percentage of our total gross do
mestic product, revenues, that is, the 
total receipts taken in by our various 
tax programs, have remained relatively 
stable over the past 30 years. Believe it 
or not, for all the talk, revenues hover 
at about 19 percent of our gross na
tional product, up a little, down a lit
tle, but right around there. The Con
gressional Budget Office expects reve
nues will remain close to that level 
over the next 10 years. 

Not so, Mr. President, for mandatory 
spending which is, believe it or not, 
catching up with revenues and doing so 
quickly. In 1990, revenues totaled just 
over $1 trillion while mandatory spend
ing including interest was $750 billion. 
That means that 75 percent of the en
tire revenue take of our country was 
eaten up by just the mandatory pro
grams of our Federal Government, 
those that are on automatic pilot, so as 
to speak, those that run their course 
without us doing anything in Congress, 
those to which if the American people 
really understood we have put that 
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much of our budget on automatic pilot, 
they would clearly respond asking us 
what we are here for. Since we claim 
they are on automatic pilot and we can 
do nothing about it, they have a right 
to ask us why are you here? 

The Congressional Budget Office 
projects that revenues will grow about 
6 percent a year over the next decade 
and be $2 trillion by 2002. Frankly, Mr. 
President, with revenues growing at 6 
percent a year, we ought to be able to 
live within our means. Six percent a 
year is substantial growth in the reve
nue pattern, and that means we do not 
change anything and revenues go up 
because the economy is growing. But 
mandatory spending will grow even 
faster so that by 2002 it will total $1.8 
trillion. Ninety-two percent of the en
tire revenue package of America on 
current policy will be eaten up in that 
year by the mandatory expenditures 
built into the budget of the United 
States because of the programs we al
ready have that we have committed to 
and that we do not have the courage to 
change. 

The 1990 budget agreement largely 
left entitlement spending untouched. 

As part of that agreement, there was 
originally a plan to reduce non-Social 
Security entitlements by $120 billion. 
Much of that vanished in the political 
firestorm which swept the Congress 
during the early consideration of the 
agreement. We were left with $75 bil
lion and much of that was illusory. We 
extended three expiring provisions of 
the Medicare law including mandatory 
maintaining of the 25-percent floor for 
Medicare part B on those premiums 
that we have committed to and said 
that we have saved $17 billion. We also 
added a new Medicaid benefit that was 
supposed to cost only $1.1 billion over 5 
years but it will cost much more than 
that because it was phased in and the 
full brunt of its expense did not occur 
within the five but will . occur there
after. 

We did, however, institute a very im
portant discipline, the pay-as-you-go 
for mandatory spending and taxes. 
That new discipline says that if Con
gress wants to enact a new entitle
ment, we have to pay for it with new 
taxes or cut some other programs. But 
the emphasis there is a new program. I 
am not talking about new programs to
night. I am talking about old ones that 
we will not change that continue to 
grow, so at least Congress cannot make 
the situation any worse. 

But the budget agreement did noth
ing to slow the mandatory programs 
already written into law. Unless we do 
something to slow them down, the Con
gressional Budget Office projects that 
mandatory spending will exceed infla
tion by nearly $1.6 trillion over the 
next 10 years. That means if we took 
the programs we have in existence, let 
them grow by whatever inflation is 
every year, made that current policy, 

as we do in other programs, the manda
tory programs will nonetheless in addi
tion grow $1.6 trillion over the next 10 
years. They are in essence about $1.6 
billion more than they ought to be for 
reasonable fiscal policy and deficit con
trol. 

The missing piece from that budget 
control is a cap on non-Social Security 
mandatory spending. What is missing 
from that budget agreement is exactly 
what I have just described, the missing 
link. We have a cap on defense. We 
have a cap on domestic spending, for
eign aid, all of which we appropriate 
every year within our control. 

If we want to ratchet it back, we can. 
If we want to increase it, we vote on it. 
If we spend over those caps, an auto
matic cut occurs, one of the best en
forcement programs we have had. 

We can place a similar cap on manda
tory spending. We can exclude Social 
Security. It is only growing by infla
tion plus new entitlees, so it has no 
reason to be capped, as I see it, because 
if the other mandatory programs were 
only growing at the rate of whatever 
new entrants plus inflation, we would 
not have any problems. 

So I read with interest suggestions 
that say we cannot control these, we 
ought not do anything about it. Frank
ly, I believe if that is the case, we are 
destined to leave an America where our 
children will be in poverty. 

We will leave an America where the 
standard of living of our children and 
grandchildren will not go up but down; 
where the expectation of every Amer
ican will be the status quo, and not 
success and not opportunity. 

So I believe that a mandatory spend
ing cap which allows all of the new 
beneficiaries to be taken care of-and 
adds inflation on top of that; then has 
an allowance of about 2 percent on top 
of that, as the extra; and that we begin 
to phase that down over a period of 
time-is a solution that clearly has a 
chance of working, and we ought to try 
it. 

The intent would be to force Con
gress and the President to examine 
ways to control this spending; not nec
essarily to cut programs, but to do 
them differently, to pay differently. If 
we are talking about medical pro
grams, delivery system have to be 
changed. 

As soon as I can put legislation to
gether, I will introduce legislation that 
will replace the missing link, the miss
ing piece from the 1980 budget agree
ment. I hope it will start a badly need
ed discussion on this 50 percent of the 
budget that is growing at nearly 7 per
cent a year, automatic, by itself-just 
as the days occur, the checks are writ
ten, people receive the benefits. And as 
Senator DANFORTH so eloquently said 
on the floor of the Senate, everyone 
grows to expect it. They believe it is 
automatic, and no one even knows that 
we are not paying for an awful lot of it. 

But we are borrowing it from the 
wealth of our children and from their 
standard of living. 

The simple proposal to restrain the 
growth in these programs, through 
caseload growth, inflation alone as our 
ultimate objective, would turn the red 
ink of deficits into the green light of 
budget surpluses. 

I know no one really believes that 
that day will occur when we have budg
et surpluses. But I submit that if we 
continue to have the deficits that are 
currently expected, someday we are 
going to have budget surpluses because 
that debt will be so big that there will 
be no way out-either we will be at the 
hands of those who loaned us the 
money, foreigners in foreign countries, 
or indeed America will be bankrupt. 

This clock is ticking. It is not going 
to strike high noon next week or next 
year, or even the year after. But clear
ly the increases in mandatory spending 
are alarming. They are nothing com
pared now to what we are going to face 
when the baby-boom generation 
reaches old age. 

I will not bore the Senate tonight 
with the statistics about how the enti
tlements will turn upward and grow 
well beyond that $400 billion deficit 
that I just described a while ago. I will 
not do that tonight. There is time to 
discuss this issue not once, but many 
times-many times until Congress be
gins to listen and take seriously a pro
posal to fill in the missing link, the 
missing piece in budget control, that 
which is most important: some way to 
control the growth of entitlements. 

HEALTH CARE COSTS 

I would not feel that I had ade
quately discussed the notion that I 
bring before the Senate tonight unless 
I talk for a moment about health care 
because some are saying why do not we 
reform the health care programs in
stead of imposing caps? Some who have 
praised my efforts and others to try to 
control the deficit, and speak out have 
said just reform the health care pro
grams, do not bother with the caps. 

Well, I submit that health care in the 
United States must be reformed, but in 
reforming it, we must set a target as to 
how much we can afford and how much 
we can spend. As a matter of fact, if I 
were the committee chairman and the 
ranking member of the committee that 
was going to write health care reform, 
I would sign on the Senator DOMENICI'S 
cap because it seems to me that unless 
we know in advance what we can af
ford, we will never control the cost be
cause health care is almost without 
limits in terms of cost. 

Tonight, I will not take time to ex
plain how much more we are paying for 
health care costs in America than any 
country on Earth. It is safe to say that 
it is twice the amount, at least twice 
the amount, of the closest industrial 
competitor in the world. In fact, Japan 
does it for less than half. Most of the 
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European countries are half; Canada 
for about two-thirds. They are the clos
est in terms of cost per ca pi ta or per
centage of GNP or cost per care coming 
out of the assembly line, whichever 
you choose to talk about. 

So I will not do that in detail. But I 
submit that unless we have a dollar fig
ure that is built into the reform costs 
to the Federal Government-that 
ought to be a figure that is arrived at 
based upon the knowledge we all have 
now of what the budget looks like and 
what the tax revenue looks like, and 
we cannot get rid of all the other pro
grams in the Federal Government to 
pay for health care. So we have to ar
rive at a ceiling or cap. 

I believe we ought to set it in ad
vance-maybe even 2 years out so that 
it is not next year. Maybe it ought to 
be out there long enough to put the re
form in place and measure it against 
that cap. 

But sooner or later medical costs 
must be measured against limitations 
on American resources. If that means 
changes in the way we deliver the sys
tem, or way the system delivers, 
changes in the way new procedures and 
new technologies filter into health 
care, and all different aspects of what 
costs versus what we need, so be it. We 
will have to do that. 

So tonight I close by saying that I do 
not intend to serve in the Senate and 
leave this Senate saying that I left a 
legacy of debt, a legacy of predictable 
poverty, a legacy of predictable stand
ards of living that are less for our chil
dren than for us. I do not believe that 
is a legacy that I want to be part of. 
And I think before we are through 
there will be an army ready to march 
against this problem because it is truly 
the American problem that we have 
left at the doorstep of our children and 
grandchildren. They do not deserve it, 
and the country ought not to stand for 
it. I believe they will not. I believe we 
will do something about it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I 
thank the Senate for the time. 

REPUBLICAN BUDGET RESOLUTION 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, as a co
sponsor of this legislation I rise in sup
port of the Republican budget resolu
tion. I believe this budget resolution is 
a step in the right direction in achiev
ing fiscal constraint. I am particularly 
pleased that included in this proposal 
is a 25-percent reduction in funding for 
the Senate and House budget over the 
next 2 years. If we are going to be talk
ing about fiscal restraint and budget 
cuts, I believe we should begin right 
here. 

For too long Congress has exempted 
itself from budgetary scrutiny and has 
labeled too many areas of the budget as 
untouchable. For years I have been 
hearing we can't touch mandatory 
spending. Well now that policy has 
caught up to us. Mandatory spending 
will consume about 65 percent of the 
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entire budget this year and about 75 
percent of all revenue taken in by the 
Government will go toward funding 
mandatory programs. The time has 
come to leave no stone unturned in 
search of savings. Nothing can be la
beled off limits. 

Today we have begun the mandatory 
spending debate by calling for a spend
ing cap on mandatory programs exclud
ing Social Security. Under this pro
posal the mandatory spending cap 
would be calculated to permit caseload 
growth, inflation growth, and an addi
tional 2-percent growth, that would be -
phased out to zero by 1997. 

Opponents of this spending cap will 
argue that this is too much of a cut-
it will hurt too much. Or that these 
proposals must be funded at the cur
rent level or in some cases calling for 
increased funding. Although this pro
posal will require some adjustments in 
these mandatory programs, spending 
will still increase. In fact, under this 
proposed cap the total spending for 
mandatory programs continues to grow 
as a percentage of the total budget 
from 50 percent in 1992 to 56 percent in 
1997. 

This proposal uses the President's de
fense numbers to ensure an orderly re
duction in the military. Any decreases 
below the President's figures would be 
in haste. The freeze on domestic and 
international spending is necessary. We 
cannot allow spending to increase 
while we have a deficit approaching 
$400 billion. 

I believe anything less than a freeze 
would be imprudent and mark fiscal 
and budgetary irresponsibility. 

Under this proposal the fiscal year 
1993 deficit would be reduced by $22 bil
lion. Over the next 5 years the deficit . 
would be reduced by $381 billion. As
suming growth of 3.3 percent a year 
this budget resolution would balance 
the budget by the year 1997. 

I hope my colleagues will examine 
this budget resolution. I believe it en
sures fiscal responsibility. For too long 
the Congress has not faced up to the 
difficult budgetary decisions that we 
must make in order to get the deficit 
under control. I believe the Republican 
budget resolution is a good start to 
achieving this goal. 

Until we here in the Congress criti
cally evaluate every line of the budget 
for excesses and waste we will not solve 
the deficit problem. I have said time 
and time again the only way to get the 
budget and the deficit under control is 
to cut spending. I hope all of my col
leagues realize that the time has come 
to make a balanced budget a reality. 

IN DEFENSE OF SEAWOLF 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, in the pro

tracted debate over how and where to 
cut the defense budget, one of the big
gest bones of contention is the Seawolf 
submarine. While there has been gen-

eral acceptance of the administration's 
proposal to discontinue the long-range 
Seawolf program, which at one point 
contemplated a fleet of 30 vessels, the 
debate is now focused on whether the 
second and third Seawolf subs, already 
authorized and funded by Congress, 
should still be huilt. The first Seawolf 
is under construction by the Electric 
Boat division of General Dynamics, 
which operates facilities in Rhode Is
land and Connecticut. 

Among the many views expressed on 
this issue was a New York Times edi
torial on March 24, 1992, which took 
Gov. Bill Clinton to task for supporting 
construction of the two additional 
Seawolfs and suggested that both the 
submarines and Electric Boat may no 
longer be needed. The Times is entitled 
to its views, of course, but there are a 
number of other factors that need to be 
considered, including the fact that it 
may be prohibitively costly to cancel a 
procurement on which millions of dol
lars in advance funding have already 
been spent. 

Moreover, there is widespread con
cern that in our haste to trim defense 
expenditures to levels justified by cur
rent circumstances, we could jeopard
ize future national security if we jet
tison important elements of the mili
tary industrial base such as Electric 
Boat, which would take years to recre
ate. And in the immediate future, the 
most important factor is the drastic ef
fect of an abrupt cancellation on the 
lives of the thousands of people who 
work for Electric Boat and its suppli
ers. 

For all these reasons, I was very 
pleased to note in the New York Times 
of April 1, a letter of rebuttal to the 
March 24 editorial from my House col
league, Congressman JACK REED who 
represents Rhode Island's Second Con
gressional District. The district in
cludes Electric Boat's Quonset Point 
facility, employing some 4,000 people, 
and also is home to many of the 3,000 
Rhode Islanders who commute to Con
necticut to work at EB's main facility 
at Groton. 

Congressman REED makes a good 
point, I believe, in calling the Times' 
viewpoint simplistic and lacking in 
compassion for the human cost of 
hasty action. I ask unanimous consent 
that Congressman REED's letter be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Apr. 1, 1992] 
RECIPE FOR VICTORY 

To the Editor: 
Your March 24 lead editorial summarily 

dismisses the importance of the Electric 
Boat division of General Dynamics and of 
submarines to our nation's defense. 

Rather than your simplistic suggestion to 
create a supermarket for ships in one, all
purpose production facility, the better ap
proach is to maintain the country's pre-emi
nent submarine builder and concentrate sur-
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face ship work at other shipyards, including 
Newport News. 

We were victorious in Operation Desert 
Storm because we had advanced technology 
combined with the heroism of our fighting 
forces. That's the real key to our long-term 
security, and the Seawolf submarine moves 
this technology forward. 

Finally, it may be easy for you to regard 
the issue of workers as being of no con
sequence, but as a member of Congress rep
resenting thousands of Electric Boat employ
ees and others dependent on that revenue, I 
think it is abhorrent that the President 
would give them their notice of the end of 
the cold war in the form of a pink slip with 
no plan for the future. But then what would 
you expect from a President whose economic 
advice is to do nothing? 

JACK REED, 
Member of Congress, 2d Dist., RI. 

WASHINGTON, March 24, 1992. 

U.N. CONFERENCE ON ENVIRON
MENT AND DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of Calendar No. 
418 (S. Con. Res. 89) regarding the U.N. 
Conference on the Environment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I ob
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

MOTION TO PROCEED 
CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the majority leader, I now move to 
proceed to Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 89, and I send to the desk a cloture 
motion on the motion to proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair, di.rects the 
clerk to read the motion. 

AMENDMENT TO UNANIMOUS 
CONSENT AGREEMENT ON H.R. 2507 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the consent agree
ment on H.R. 2507 be modified to pro
vide for an amendment by Senator 
GLENN striking the following sections 
of the committee substitute: Section 
499(p) of section 931 on page 103; section 
902 on page 95; section 911 on page 95; 
and section 912 on page 98. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The text of the amended unanimous 
consent agreement is as follows: 

Ordered, That during the further consider
ation of H.R. 2507, an act to amend the Pub
lic Health Service Act to revise and extend 
the programs of the National Institutes of 
Heal th and for other purposes, the only 
amendments in order, in addition to the 
committee substitute, be the following: 

Hatfield: Regarding ethics of genetic engi
neering; 

DeConcini: Regarding penalties for dealing 
in human fetal tissue; 

Leahy: Regarding cancer research registry; 
Bradley: Regarding children's vaccine ini

tiative; 
Jeffords: Regarding Workers Family Pro

tection Act; 
Helms: regarding and relevant to Section 

1010 of Title 10 of the committee substitute; 
Helms: Regarding and relevant to Title 2 of 

the committee substitute; 
Hatch: Relevant to the bill; 
Dole: Regarding prostate cancer; 
Nickles: Regarding a report on the 20 dis

eases that cause the most deaths; 
Kennedy: Relevant to the bill; and 
Glenn: Amendment striking the folowing 

sections of the committee substitute: section 
499(p) on page 103; sections 902, 911, 912 

Ordered fur ther, That the listed amend
ments all be first degree amendments and 
subject to relevant second degree amend
ment. 

Ordered further, That no motions to recom
mit be in order. 

The assistant legislative 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

clerk read REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE
CRECY-TREATY DOCUMENT NO. 
102-26 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close the debate on the motion 
to proceed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 
89, a concurrent resolution regarding the 
United Nations Conference on Environment 
and Development: 

AL GORE, HARRY REID, CLAIBORNE PELL, 
WENDELL FORD, BROCK ADAMS, PATRICK 
LEAHY, J . LIEBERMAN, TOM DASCHLE, 
ALAN CRANSTON, PAUL SIMON, JAY 
ROCKEFELLER, FRANK LAUTENBERG, 
JEFF BINGAMAN, HOWARD METZENBAUM, 
BOB GRAHAM, CARL LEVIN, JOHN F. 
KERRY. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the majority leader, I ask unani
mous consent that the live quorum as 
required under rule XXII be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I now with
draw the motion to proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion to proceed is withdrawn. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, as in exec
utive session, I ask unanimous consent 
that the injunction of secrecy be re
moved from the Treaty with Nigeria on 
Mutual Legal Assistance in Criminal 
Matters, Treaty Document 102-26, 
transmitted to the Senate today by the 
President, and ask that the treaty be 
considered having been read the first 
time; that it be referred, with accom
panying papers, to the Cammi ttee on 
Foreign Relations in order to be print
ed; and that the President's message be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The message of the President is as 
follows: 

To the Senate of the United States: 
With a view to receiving the advice 

and consent of the Senate to ratifica
tion, I transmit herewith the Treaty 
between the Government of the United 
States of America and the Federal Re-

public of Nigeria on Mutual Legal As
sistance in Criminal Matters, signed at 
Washington on September 13, 1989. I 
transmit also , for the information of 
the Senate, the report of the Depart
ment of State with respect to the trea
ty. 

The treaty is one of a series of mod
ern mutual legal assistance treaties 
being negotiated by the United States 
in order to counter criminal activities 
more effectively. The treaty should be 
an effective tool to assist in the pros
ecution of a wide variety of modern 
criminals, including members of drug 
cartels, "white collar criminals," and 
terrorists. The treaty is self-executing. 

The treaty provides for a broad range 
of cooperation in criminal matters. 
Mutual assistance available under the 
treaty includes: (1) the taking of testi
mony or statements of witnesses; (2) 
the provision of documents, records, 
and evidence; (3) the execution of re
quests for searches and seizures; (4) the 
serving of documents; and (5) the provi
sion of assistance in proceedings relat
ing to the forfeiture of the proceeds of 
crime, restitution to the victions of 
crime, and the collection of fines im
posed as a sentence in a criminal pros
ecution. 

I recommend that the Senate give 
early and favorable consideration to 
the treaty and give its advice and con
sent to ratification. 

GEORGE BUSH. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, April 1, 1992. 

RELIEF OF TIMOTHY BOSTOCK 

RELIEF OF CARMEN VICTORIA 
P ARIN!, FELIX JUAN P ARIN!, 
AND SERGIO MANUEL PARINI 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Senate proceed, 
en bloc, to the immediate consider
ation of Calendar Nos. 412 and 413; that 
the bills be deemed read the third time, 
passed, the motion to reconsider the 
passage of these i terns be laid upon the 
table en bloc; that the consideration of 
these items appear individually in the 
RECORD, and any statements appear at 
the appropriate place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the bill (S. 120) was deemed read a 
third time and passed, as fallows: 

s. 120 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. TEMPORARY RESIDENT STATUS FOR 

BENEFICIARY 
(a) TEMPORARY RESIDENCE.-Notwithstand

ing section 212(a)(23) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(23)) or any 
other provision of that Act, Timothy 
Bostock shall be issued a visa and admitted 
to the United States to the status of an alien 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
temporary residence if-

(1) he is found to be otherwise admissible 
as an immigrant under the provisions of that 
Act; and 
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(2) a petition for immediate relative status 

is filed on his behalf with the Attorney Gen
eral by a United States citizen spouse of the 
alien within 60 days after the date of enact
ment of this Act. 

(b) PREVIOUSLY KNOWN GROUND FOR EXCLU
SION.-The exemption under subsection (a) 
shall apply only to grounds for exclusion of 
which the Department of State or the De
partment of Justice had knowledge before 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(C) ADJUSTMENT TO PERMANENT STATUS.
The Attorney General shall, at the end of the 
3-year period beginning on the date on which 
the beneficiary was granted lawful tem
porary residence status under subsection (a), 
adjust the status of the beneficiary to that · 
of an alien lawfully admitted for permanent 
residence if-

(1) the Attorney General finds that the 
beneficiary has exhibited conduct during 
such period which demonstrates good moral 
character (including community ties and the 
performance of community service, pre
scribed by the Attorney General at the time 
of adjustment of status under subsection (a), 
directed toward publicizing the dangers of 
using controlled substances); 

(2) the beneficiary establishes that he has 
resided continuously in the United States 
since the date he was granted such tem
porary status; and 

(3) the beneficiary establishes that he-
(A) is admissible to the United States as an 

immigrant, and 
(B) has not been convicted of any felony or 

three or more misdemeanors committed in 
the United States. 

(d) TREATMENT OF BRIEF, CASUAL, AND IN
NOCENT ABSENCES.-During the period the 
beneficiary is in temporary status under sub
section (a), the beneficiary shall not be con
sidered to have failed to maintain continu
ous residence in the United States for the 
purposes of subsection (c) by virtue of brief, 
casual, and innocent absences from the Unit
ed States. 

(e) AFFIDAVITS.-The Attorney General 
may require the beneficiary to submit affida
vits for the purposes of the determinations 
made under subsection (c). 

So the bill (S. 800) was deemed read a 
third time and passed, as follows: 

s. 800 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That notwithstanding 
section 301(g) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1401(g)), as in effect 
on the dates of their births, Carmen Victoria 
Parini, Felix Juan Parini, and Sergio Manuel 
Parini shall each become a citizen of the 
United States upon taking the oath of alle
giance to the United States prescribed by 
section 337(a) of that Act (8 U.S.C. 1448). 
Each such oath of allegiance shall be entered 
in the records of the appropriate naturaliza
tion court, and a certified copy of the same 
under the seal of the naturalization court 
shall each be delivered to Carmen Victoria 
Parini, Felix Juan Parini, and Sergio Manuel 
Parini, which certified copy shall be evi
dence of his or her admission to United 
States citizenship before any court of record 
or administrative agency. 

EDUCATION AND SHARING DAY 
U.S.A. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Judiciary Com
mittee be discharged from further con-

sideration of House Joint Resolution 
410, designating "Education and Shar
ing Day U.S.A."; and that the Senate 
then proceed to its immediate consid
eration; that the joint resolution be 
deemed read the third time, passed, 
and the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, that the preamble be 
agreed to, and any statements regard
ing the joint resolution be placed in 
the RECORD at the appropriate place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 410) 
was deemed read a third time and 
passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

MEASURE INDEFINITELY POST
PONED-SEN ATE JOINT RESOLU
TION 279 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Judiciary Com
mittee be discharged from further con
sideration of Senate Joint Resolution 
279, the Senate companion, and that 
the measure then be indefinitely post
poned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Mccathran, one of 
his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
and a treaty which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(The nominations and treaty received 
today are printed at the end of the Sen
ate proceedings.) 

REPORT ON EMIGRATION LAWS 
AND POLICIES OF THE REPUBLIC 
OF HUNGARY AND THE CZECH 
AND SLOVAK FEDERAL REPUB
LIC-MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI
DENT-PM 192 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with accompanying 
papers; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Finance: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In June 1991 I determined and re

ported to the Congress that Hungary 
continues to meet the emigration cri
teria of the Jackson-Vanik amendment 
to, and section 409 of, the Trade Act of 
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2432 and 2439). In October 
1991 I determined and reported to the 
Congress that Czechoslovakia also 
meets the emigration criteria con-

tained in title IV of the Trade Act of 
1974. These determinations allowed for 
the continuation of most favored na
tion (MFN) status for Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia without the · require
ment of an annual waiver. 

As required by law, I am submitting 
an updated formal report to the Con
gress concerning emigration laws and 
policies of the Republic of Hungary and 
the Czech and Slovak Federal Repub
lic. You will find that the report indi
cates continued Hungarian and Czecho
slovak compliance with U.S. and inter
national standards in the areas of emi
gration and human rights policy. 

The Administration is taking steps 
to exercise the authority provided me 
in section 2 of Public Law 102-182 to 
terminate the application of title IV of 
the Trade Act of 1974 to Czechoslovakia 
and Hungary. 

GEORGE BUSH. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 31, 1992. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 7:13 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House agrees to the 
amendments of the Senate to the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 456) making fur
ther continuing appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1992, and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker has signed the following en
rolled joint resolution: 

H.J. Res. 456. Joint resolution making fur
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1992, and for other purposes. 

The enrolled joint resolution was 
subsequently signed by the President 
pro tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

Pursuant to section 300 of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974, as 
amended, the Committee on the Budget 
was discharged from the further con
sideration of the following concurrent 
resolutions, which were placed on the 
calendar: 

S. Con. Res. 104. A concurrent resolution 
setting forth the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for fiscal 
years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

H. Con. Res. 287. A concurrent resolution 
setting forth the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for the fiscal 
years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For

eign Relations, with an amendment and with 
a preamble: 

S. Res. 258. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding needed action 
to address the continuing state of war and 
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chaos and the emergency humanitarian situ
ation in Somalia. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For- · 
eign Relations: 

Thomas R. Pickering, of New Jersey, a Ca
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
with the personal rank of Career Ambas
sador, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to India. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Thomas R. Pickering. 
Post: U.S. Ambassador to India. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self. . 
2. Spouse. 
3. Children and spouses names, Timothy R. 

Pickering, Margaret S. Pickering Schmidt. 
4. Parents names, Hamilton R. Pickering 

(deceased, August, 1987), Sarah C. Pickering. 
5. Grandparents names, deceased. 
6. Brothers and spouses names, none. 
7. Sisters and spouses names, Marcia S. 

Hunt, Bruce Hunt, $50, September 1988, Robt 
Mrazk, MC; $50, October 1988, DNC; $50, Octo
ber 1990, Robt Mrazk, MC. 

Edward Joseph Perkins, of Oregon, a Ca
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Career Minister, to be the Rep
resentative of the United States of America 
to the United Nations with rank and status 
of Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary, and the Representative of the 
United States of America in the Security 
Council of the United Nations. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Edward Joseph Perkins. 
Post: U.S. Representative, USUN. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self, none. 
2. Spouse (Lucy Liu), none. 
3. Children and spouses names, Katherine, 

Sarah, none. 
4. Parents names, Ms. Tiny Holmes, father 

deceased, none. 
5. Grandparents names, deceased, none. 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, for the 

Committee on Foreign Relations, I also 
report favorably a nomination list in 
the Foreign Service which was. printed 
in full in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
March 18, 1992, and ask unanimous con
sent, to save the expense of reprinting 
on the Executive Calendar, that these 
nominations lie at the Secretary's desk 
for the information of Senators. 

(The above nominations were re
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nees' commitment to respond to re
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen
ate.) 

By Mr. BOREN, from the Select Commit
tee on Intelligence: 

Vice Admiral William 0. Studeman, U.S. 
Navy, to be Deputy Director of Central Intel-

ligence, and to have the rank of Admiral 
while so serving. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that it be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee's 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con
stituted committee of the Senate.) 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. WALLOP (for himself, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. BAUCUS, and Mrs. KASSE
BAUM): 

S. 2505. A bill to amend the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 to pro
vide for the establishment of the America 
the Beautiful Passport to facilitate access to 
certain federally-administered lands and wa
ters, and enhance recreation and visitor fa
cilities thereon, to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Secretary of Agri
culture to enter into challenge cost-share 
agreements, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. WIRTH (for himself, Mr. GLENN, 
Mr. GORTON, and Mr. GORE): 

S. 2506. A bill to ensure fair treatment of 
Department of Energy employees during the 
restructuring of the Department of Energy 
defense nuclear facilities workforce, to pro
vide medical examinations to certain cur
rent and former such employees, to provide 
medical reinsurance for certain former such 
employees, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself and Mr. 
DECONCINI): 

S. 2507. A bill to amend the Act of October 
19, 1984 (Public Law 98-580; 98 Stat. 2698), to 
authorize certain uses of water by the Ak
Chin Indian Community, Arizona; to the Se
lect Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 2508. A bill to amend the Unfair Com

petition Act to provide for private enforce
ment of the Unfair Competition Act in the 
event of unfair foreign competition, and to 
amend title 28, United States Code, to pro
vide for private enforcement of the customs 
fraud provisions; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. NICKLES (for himself, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Mr. GORTON, and Mr. 
SHELBY): 

S. 2509. A bill to provide grants to establish 
an integrated approach to prevent child 
abuse, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S. 2510. A bill to freeze domestic discre

tionary spending for fiscal years 1993 and 
1994 at fiscal year 1992 levels; to the Commit
tee on the Budget and the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, jointly, pursuant to 
the order of August 4, 1977, with instructions 
that if one Committee reports, the other 
Committee have thirty days to report or be 
discharged. 

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM: 
S. 2511. A bill to exempt certain financial 

institutions from the examination require
ments of the Community Reinvestment Act 
of 1977; to the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself, Mr. 
DECONCINI, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. AKAKA, and Mr. 
DASCHLE): 

s. 2512. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to establish a program to pro
vide certain housing assistance to homeless 
veterans, to improve certain other programs 
that provide such assistance, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans Af
fairs. 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself, Mr. ADAMS, 
Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BRYAN, 
Mr. BURNS, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. CONRAD, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. 
DIXON, Mr. DODD, Mr. DOMENIC!, Mr. 
HEFLIN, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. MACK, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. PELL, Mr. SEY
MOUR, Mr. WARNER, and Mr. 
WELLSTONE): 

S.J. Res. 287. A joint resolution to des
ignate the week of October 4, 1992, through 
October 10, 1992, as "Mental Illness Aware
ness Week"; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, 
Mr. KASTEN, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. 
D'AMATO, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
CRANSTON, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
WOFFORD, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. 
MACK, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. SIMON, Mr. 
GORTON, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. ADAMS, 
Mr. HARKIN' Mr. w ARNER, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. KERREY, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. ROBB, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. 
NICKLES, Mr. BROWN, Mr. MITCHELL, 
Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. PELL, Mr. 
GORE, Mr. DASCHLE, and Mr. COCH
RAN): 

S. Res. 277. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding loan guaran
tees for refugee resettlement in Israel; con
sidered and agreed to. 

·By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself, Mr. 
WOFFORD, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER): 

S. Res. 278. A resolution expressing the 
sense o( the Senate that the President 
should continue the bilateral arrangements 
limiting the export of steel to the United 
States until the President concludes a multi
lateral steel agreement; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. DODD, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. METZENBAUM, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. SIMON, Mr. WIRTH, 
and Mr. WOFFORD): . 

S. Res. 279. A resolution to prohibit the 
provision to members and employees of the 
Senate, at Government expense, of unneces
sary or inappropriate services and other ben
efits; to the Committee on Rules and Admin
istration. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. WALLOP (for himself, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. MACK, 
Mr. LUGAR, Mr. BAUCUS, and 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM): 
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S. 2505. A bill to amend the Land and 

Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 to 
provide for the establishment of the 
America the Beautiful Passport to fa
cilitate access to certain federally ad
ministered lands and waters, and en
hance recreation and visitor facilities 
thereon, to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Secretary of Agri
culture to enter into challenge cost
share agreements, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

AMERICA THE BEAUTIFUL PASSPORT ACT 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the America the Beau
tiful Passport Act of 1992. I am pleased 
that Senators HATFIELD, DOLE, MACK, 
LUGAR, BAUCUS, and KASSEBAUM are 
original cosponsors of this measure. 

Mr. President, America is blessed 
with outstanding recreational opportu
nities on Federal lands all across the 
country. Yet isn't it ironic that the 
very citizens who pay for these facili
ties are so often not fully aware of the 
wide variety of opportunities available 
to them. One of the major purposes of 
the America the Beautiful Passport is 
to provide a convenient means of in
forming people of the full range of op
portuni ties available to them on Fed
eral lands. 

The intent of my bill is to create and 
sell a passport-sized booklet which not 
only contains a window decal and a 
wallet-sized card for admission to all 
fee areas; but also has information 
about the recreational facilities and 
services available from the full spec
trum of Federal land m?.naging agen
cies. Most people know about Ameri
ca's wonder-filled national parks-such 
as Yellowstone and Grand Teton. Many 
people know about Big Horn National 
Forest and various Army Corps of En
gineer sites. Nonetheless it is sad to me 
is that more people across the country 
don't use areas reasonably close to 
them simply because they do not know 
they exist. 

National wildlife refuges are much 
more than a place for ducks to live. 
The Bureau of Land Management has 
many extraordinary areas that are vir
tually unknown to people outside their 
immediate vicinity. By making this in
formation widely available, perhaps we 
can reduce some of the pressures on 
our overused sites, while simulta
neously providing higher quality rec
reational experiences for our citizens. 

One important way to accomplish 
this is to make the America the Beau
tiful Passport widely available. The 
present Golden Eagle Passport-which 
the new passport would effectively re
place-is only available from the agen
cies themselves through limited sales 
outlets. My bill would use those same 
outlets, also allowing for the sale of 
the America the Beautiful Passport by 
State and local governments and pri
vate enterprise. For a maximum 10-per
cent commission to cover costs, private 

industry can help market the passport, 
much the way hunting and fishing li
censes are sold now. 

L.L. Bean and the Coleman Co., 
among others, are very interested in 
cooperating in these sales. It is a win
win situation. The American people get 
the convenience of easily available 
passports and information. The agen
cies get broader recognition of their 
work and the benefit of cost share 
projects. The Government gets more 
revenue and more efficient use of that 
money. 

By employing this wider distribution 
network, the recreation roundtable es
timates that an additional $56 million 
would be generated. This money would 
be used, under the challenge cost share 
title of the bill, for cost sharing 
projects to develop or improve outdoor 
recreation lands, resources, or facili
ties. I have long been concerned about 
the deteriorating condition of facilities 
in many of our Federal areas. This is a 
source of new money which is effec
tively doubled by the challenge cost 
share program. We keep getting farther 
behind in facility maintenance. This is 
a great opportunity to reverse the 
trend. 

The America the Beautiful Passport 
Act also creates a Federal Recreation 
Fee Advisory Commission. One of the 
primary responsibilities of this Com
mission is to ·analyze the entire recre
ation fee program on our Federal lands 
and make recommendations to the Sec
retary of the Interior and Secretary of 
Agriculture. This is an important func
tion. There should be a reasonable con
sistency in fees charged among all the 
agencies. This Commission would not 
only make recommendations about the 
price of admission to fee areas, but 
help to assure that use fees are equi
table across the board for similar fa
cilities and services. In addition, this 
Commission would help the Secretaries 
set priorities for funding projects 
through the Challenge Cost-Share Pro
gram. 

While the Challenge Cost-Share Act 
is a significant component of the 
America the Beautiful Passport Pro
gram, the bill also authorizes the use 
of other appropriated funds in cost 
sharing projects to carry out any func
tion or responsibility of the Agency. In 
this way, cooperators can directly as
sist the agencies in accomplishing 
projects of mutual interest or concern. 

Mr. President, I have every con
fidence that this bill will be embraced 
by outdoor enthusiasts. It's good for 
the future of our Federal lands. The 
recreation infrastructure of this coun
try is, in some areas, sadly neglected. 
With the current budgetary situation, 
there is a minuscule chance that these 
problems will be corrected if we rely 
totally on Federal outlays to do it. 
This measure will help to correct these 
problems as rapidly as possible and in a 
fiscally responsible manner. 

Mr. President, I urge prompt consid
eration and passage of this bill, and I 
ask unanimous consent that the text of 
the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2505 
Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be referred to as the "Amer
ica the Beautiful Passport Act of 1992". 
TITLE I-RECREATION ADMISSION FEES 

AND USE FEES 
SEC. 101. AMERICA THE BEAUTIFUL PASSPORT. 

(a) Section 4(a) of the Land and Water Con
servation Fund Act of 1965, (16 U.S.C. 4601-6a) 
is amended by: 

(1) striking the first sentence and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

"The Secretary of the Interior and the Sec
retary of Agriculture are authorized to 
charge admission fees at any land and water 
area which they administer and which they 
designate for such charges: Provided, That 
the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to 
charge admission fees only at National 
Recreation Areas, National Monuments, Na
tional Volcanic Monuments, National Scenic 
Areas, and developed recreation complexes 
within the National Forest System. All fees 
shall be established in accordance with sub
section (d) of this section."; 

(2) striking subparagraphs (l)(A) and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

"(l)(A) For admission into any such des
ignated area, an admission permit, known as 
the 'America the Beautiful Passport', valid 
for 12 months beginning in the month of sale, 
shall be available for a fee set by the Sec
retary of the Interior, with the advice and 
consent of the Secretary of Agriculture: Pro
vided, That such fee shall be set at $30: Pro
vided further, That the Secretary of the Inte
rior, with the advice and consent of the Sec
retary of Agriculture, may change such fee 
upon the recommendation of the Federal 
Recreation Fee Advisory Commission estab
lished pursuant to subparagraph (D) of this 
paragraph. The permittee and all persons ac
companying the permittee in a single, pri
vate, noncommercial vehicle, or alter
natively, the permittee and the permittee's 
spouse, children, and parents accompanying 
the permittee where entry to the area is by 
any means other than private, noncommer
cial vehicle, shall be entitled to general ad
mission into any area designated pursuant to 
this subsection and subsections (b), and (c) of 
this section: Provided, That the permit shall 
not waive fees for overnight camping or the 
use of group facilities. The permit shall be 
nontransferable, and the unlawful use there
of shall be punishable in accordance with 
regulations established pursuant to sub
section (e) of this section. The permit shall 
be available for purchase at any such des
ignated area."; 

(3) striking subparagraph (l)(B) and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: 

"(l)(B) The Secretary of the Interior and 
the Secretary of Agriculture are further au
thorized to make available an admission per
mit, valid for 12 months beginning in the 
month of sale, for one or more designated 
areas in a particular geographic area. Such a 
permit shall convey the privileges of, and 
shall be subject to the same terms and condi
tions as, the American the Beautiful Pass
port, except that it shall be valid only for ad-
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mission into the specific unit or units indi
cated at the time of purchase. The fee for 
such a permit shall be $15: Provided, That 
neither Secretary may change such fees for 
areas they administer upon the recommenda
tion of the Federal Recreation Fee Advisory 
Commission established pursuant to sub
paragraph (D) of this paragraph."; 

(4) adding the following new subparagraphs 
following subparagraph (a)(B): 

"(C) The Secretary of the Interior, with 
the advice and consent of the Secretary of 
Agriculture may authorize units of State or 
local government, individuals, organizations, 
businesses, or nonprofit entities to sell and 
collect fees for the America the Beautiful 
Passport, subject to such conditions as the 
Secretaries may jointly prescribe. The Sec
retaries may authorize the seller or sellers 
to maintain an inventory of America the 
Beautiful Passports for periods not to exceed 
12 months and to withhold reasonable 
amounts up to, but not exceeding, 10 percent 
of the gross fees collected from America the 
Beautiful Passport sales as reimbursement 
for necessary expenses of the sales. The sell
ers shall provide information to America the 
Beautiful Passport purchasers about recre
ation activities on Federal lands. Notwith
standing any other provision of law, all net 
receipts from the sales of permits pursuant 
to this subparagraph shall be deposited into 
a special account in the Treasury. Amounts 
deposited into the special account during 
each fiscal year shall, after the end of such 
fiscal year, be available for appropriation to 
any agency collecting fees under this section 
to fund the agency's share of challenge cost
share agreements negotiated and imple
mented pursuant to the provisions of title II 
of this Act. Allocations from the special ac
count established under this subparagraph 
shall be at least ten per centum of the avail
able account each to: (1) United States For
est Service; (2) National Park Service; (3) 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
(4) Bureau of Land Management and five per 
centum each to: (1) Bureau of Reclamation; 
and (2) Tennessee Valley Authority. The re
maining fifty per centum shall be allocated 
by the Secretary of the Interior in consulta
tion with the Secretary of Agriculture based 
on recommendations of the Federal Recre
ation Fee Advisory Commission established 
in subparagraph (D) of this paragraph. 
Projects to be funded under this subpara
graph shall repair, maintain, construct, or 
rehabilitate outdoor recreation lands, re
sources, or facilities at Federal sites in co
operation with non-Federal entities that pro
vide not less than 50 percent of the total cost 
of the project, in cash or in-kind services. 
Funds appropriated from the ·special account 
shall remain available until expended. 

"(D) Subject to the requirements of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. 
App. 2), there is hereby established the Fed
eral Recreation Fee Advisory Commission 
(hereinafter, "the Commission") which shall 
consist of five persons appointed by the 
President of the United States. Members of 
the Commission shall be appointed within 90 
days of the date of enactment of this Act, 
serve 3-year terms, and shall not receive 
compensation: Provided, That members of 
the Commission may be reimbursed for rea
sonable travel and other expenses associated 
with the performance of their duties pursu
ant to this subparagraph. Vacancies on the 
commission shall be filled in the same man
ner in which they were originally appointed. 
Within one year of the date of enactment of 
this Act, and biannually thereafter, the 
Commission shall prepare an advisory report 

for the Secretary of the Interior and the Sec
retary of Agriculture regarding the admis
sion fee system established by this Act, in
cluding, but not limited to, the fee charged 
for the America the Beautiful Passport, the 
designation of sites where admission fees are 
collected, the amount of fees at designated 
and proposed sites, whether or not the Amer
ica the Beautiful Passport should waive 
other existing recreation fees, and rec
ommendations on projects to fund under the 
provisions of title II of this Act. The Com
mission shall terminate upon the transmit
tal of its fourth report to the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Secretary of Agri
culture. The Secretary of the Interior and 
the Secretary of Agriculture are authorized 
to provide support staff and services to the 
Commission, at the requ·est of the Commis
sion. 

"(E)(i) For the purposes of this subsection, 
'developed recreation complexes' are areas 
administered by the Secretary of Agriculture 
and include: 

"(A) Seely Lake, Montana; 
"(B) Brainard Lake, Rampart Motorcycle 

Complex, Cottonwood Lake, and O'Haver 
Lake, Colorado; 

"(C) Hopewell Lake, New Mexico; 
"(D) Sabino Canyon, Bear Canyon, and 

Lower Salt River, Arizona; 
"(E) Current Creek, Soldier Creek and 

Strawberry Bay, Utah; 
"(F) Big Tujunga Canyon, Corral Canyon, 

and Jenks Lake, California; 
"(G) Sand Lake All-Terrain Vehicle Com

plex; Horsfall All-Terrain Vehicle Complex, 
and Applegate Reservoir, Oregon; 

'(H) Lake Kachess, Washington; 
"(I) Chadwick Motorcycle Complex, Mis

souri; and 

(6) amending paragraph (7) to read: 
"(7) No admission fee may be charged pur

suant to this subsection of any person less 
than 16 years of age." 

(7) striking out paragraph (11) and redesig
nating paragraph (12) as paragraph (11). 
SEC. 102. RECREATION USE FEES. 

(a) Section 4 of the Land and Water Con
servation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-6a) 
is amended by: 

(1) striking the last sentence of paragraph 
(i)(l); 

(2) adding the following new subsection at 
the end thereof: 

"(n) NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM RECREATION 
USE RECEIPTS.-Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, receipts collected by the 
Secretary of Agriculture pursuant to sub
paragraphs (a)(l)(A) and (a)(l)(B) and sub
section (b) of this section shall-

"(1) be collected at the place of use or 
other location reasonably convenient to the 
user and the authorized collector; 

"(2) be available for the purpose of dis
tribution to States and counties pursuant to 
the Act of May 23, 1908 (16 U.S.C. 500) and 
section 33 of the Act of July 22, 1937 (7 U.S.C. 
1012); and 

"(3) not be subject to the provisions of sec
tion 1 of the Act of March 4, 1913 (16 U.S.C. 
501)." 

TITLE II-CHALLENGE COST-SHARE 
AGREEMENTS 

SEC. 201. DEFINITIONS. 
For the purposes of this Act-
(1) "challenge cost-share agreement" 

means any agreement entered into between 
the Secretary of the Interior or the Sec
retary of Agriculture and any cooperator for 
the purpose of sharing costs or services in 
carrying out any function or responsibility 
of the land management agencies adminis
tered by the respective Secretary; and 

(2) "cooperator" means any State or local 
government, public or private agency, orga
nization, institution, corporation, individ
ual, or other legal entity. 
SEC. 202. CHALLENGE COST-SHARE AGREE-

MENTS. 
The Secretary of the Interior and the Sec

retary of Agriculture are authorized to nego
tiate and enter into challenge cost-share 
agreements with cooperators. 
SEC. 203. FEDERAL FUNDS FOR CHALLENGE 

"(J) Tuckerman Ravine, New Hampshire. 
"(ii) By using the criteria in subsection (d) 

of this section, the Secretary of Agriculture 
may, 60 days after notifying the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs and the Com
mittee on Agriculture of the United States 
House of Representatives and the Committee . 
on Energy and Natural Resources and the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the United States Senate, charge 
an admission fee at additional developed 
recreation complexes within the National 
Forest System: Provided, That such com
plexes (1) are managed primarily for outdoor 
recreation purposes; (2) provide facilities and 
services necessary to accommodate heavy 
public use; (3) contain at least one major 
recreation attraction including, but not lim
ited to, a lake, river, historical site, or geo
logic feature; and (4) provide public access 
such that admission fees can be efficiently 
collected at one or more centralized loca
tions rather than at individual sites."; and 

. COST-SHARE AGREEMENTS. 

(5) amending paragraph (2) by striking out 
the fourth, sixth and seventh sentences and 
inserting at the end of the following: "Pro
vided, That the Secretary of the Interior, 
with the advice and consent of the Secretary 
of Agriculture, may change such fee upon 
the recommendation of the Federal Recre
ation Fee Advisory Commission established 
pursuant to subparagraph (D) of paragraph 
(1) of subsection (a) of this section. Provided 
further, That no single visit admission fee in
crease shall become effective prior to 60 days 
from the date notification of such proposed 
increase is received by the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs and the Committee 
on Agriculture of the United States House of 
Representatives and the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources and the Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
of the United States Senate." 

In carrying out challenge cost-share agree
ments, the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of Agriculture are authorized, sub
ject to appropriation, to provide the Federal 
funding share from any funds available to 
the land management agencies administered 
by the respective Secretary. 

By Mr. WIRTH (for himself, Mr. 
GLENN, Mr. GORTON, and Mr. 
GORE): 

S. 2506. A bill to ensure fair treat
ment of Department of Energy employ
ees during the restructuring of the De
partment of Energy defense nuclear fa
cilities work force, to provide assist
ance to communities affected by such 
restructuring, to provide medical ex
aminations to certain current and 
former such employees, to provide 
medical reinsurance for certain former 
such employees, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY NUCLEAR WORKERS 
ACT 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to assure 
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that this country's defense nuclear 
workers are fairly treated in the tran
sition from weapons production to 
cleanup in the Department of Energy 
[DOE] complex. I am joined in this im
portant effort by Senator JOHN GLENN, 
who has broad experience on defense 
nuclear issues in his State of Ohio, on 
the Armed Services Committee and as 
chairman of the Government Affairs 
Committee. Senator GoRE and Senator 
GORTON join us in offering the defense 
nuclear workers' bill of rights today. 

The United States has built and de
ployed over 60,000 nuclear weapons 
since the dawn of the atomic age in the 
New Mexico desert in 1945. Over 4 dec
ades of cold war, we built up a vast es
tablishment-now often referred to as 
the nuclear weapons complex-to re
search, develop, manufacture, test and 
store these weapons. Seventeen major 
DOE defense facilities employ nearly 
100,000 people in an area greater than 
the States of Delaware and Rhode Is
land combined. 

Today, this vast nuclear complex is 
undergoing a dramatic transition. The 
end of the cold war has resulted in the 
cancellation of all of the various nu
clear warhead systems in the DOE 
pipeline-from SRAM to W-88. Today, 
the United States is not building any 
new nuclear weapons-nor do we have 
plans to do so. 

Mr. President, we now face the chal
lenge of dealing with these changes re
sponsibly-for the people who have 
worked in the DOE weapons industry 
and for their communities. 

Last December, Energy Secretary 
Watkins outlined the scope of the re
structuring that will be required in the 
nuclear weapons complex in the 1990's. 
Today, DOE employs roughly 27 ,000 
people in weapons production; that 
number will decline to 15,000 in 12 
years. At the same time, DOE workers 
engaged in environmental work will in
crease from 15,000 in 1990 to over 27,000 
by 1995. The cleanup effort alone is ex
pected to last for decades and cost over 
$150 billion. 

This enormous redirection of the 
DOE complex will cause great turbu
lence in the lives of workers and their 
comm uni ties-unless we plan well for 
this change. The need to plan for 
change applies also to the men and 
women in uniform, in defense industry 
and in defense comm uni ties as we 
make the transition to the post-cold 
war · world-a need I hope we will ad
dress in a comprehensive way in this 
year's Defense authorization bill. 

The focus of this bill is a special and, 
in many ways, unique group within the 
Defense Establishment-defense nu
clear workers-to whom we have a two
fold obligation: to help with the imme
diate transition for workers and com
munities and to take care of the spe
cial medical needs of the nuclear work 
force. 

Many defense nuclear workerf: have 
been exposed to very dangerous medi-

cal risks. They have committed their 
lives to the defense of this country. 
They have been exposed to plutonium, 
berrylium, and other toxic heavy metal 
exposures. It is going to be extremely 
difficult for them to become reem
ployed elsewhere in the private sector, 
when they carry with them those medi
cal liabilities, which make it increas
ingly difficult for them to get health 
insurance elsewhere. We have an obli
gation to those workers just as we have 
an obligation to the areas surrounding 
comm uni ties to clean up the facilities 
and surrounding them. We owe it to 
them to learn what the medical con
sequences of such exposure may be and 
to see that they are cared for. 

No DOE site will be more affected in 
this transition than Rocky Flats in 
Golden, CO. Since 1953, Rocky Flats 
has produced plutonium components 
for the Nation's nuclear weapons. The 
future of Rocky Flats changed when 
the Berlin Wall came down in 1989 and 
was changed utterly with the collapse 
of the Soviet Union last year. 

The handwriting has been on the wall 
for all to see, and some of my col
leagues and I have long been urging the 
DOE to face this reality by shifting re
sources from weapons production into 
clean-up and long-term worker secu
rity programs. Even after the fall of 
the Berlin Wall, the DOE was pressing 
ahead with plans to build a new pluto
nium facility at Rocky Flats-the so
called plutonium recovery and modi
fication [PRMP] project-rather than 
getting on with the challenge of plan
ning realistically for the post-cold war 
world. 

Since 1988, many of us in the Colo
rado delegation have been pressing 
DOE to prepare a· long-range plan for 
the work force at Rocky Flats. In 1990, 
I authored legislation making Penta-· 
gon economic adjustment assistance
community grants, job training pro
grams-available to nuclear defense 
workers and plants. Today, it is clear 
we need to go significantly beyond that 
effort. 

The DOE's failure to heed these 
warnings-to plan for the human tran
sition in the nuclear weapons com
plex-has been further aggravated in 
Colorado by an enormous build-up of 
the work force at Rocky Flats. Incred
ibly, over the last 3 years-and despite 
clear evidence that closure was on the 
horizon-the DOE and its prime con
tractor, EG&G, have actually increased 
the work force from its 1980's-level of 
roughly 4,500 to nearly 9,000. Most-if 
not all-of these new hires may have to 
be let go as the work force shrinks to 
meet the new mission of cleanup and 
decommissioning at Rocky Flats. 

Congress and the Bush administra
tion have an obligation to provide a 
smooth transition for the workers and 
the community surrounding Rocky 
Flats. Coloradans have played a key 
role in forging our cold war victory. 

The men and women who have worked 
at Rocky Flats have taken significant 
health risks from exposure to 
berrylium, plutonium, and other haz
ardous substances. If we could meet the 
awesome technological challenge of nu
clear defense against the Soviets, we 
ought to be able to meet the human 
needs of the work force that brought us 
our cold war victory. The Federal Gov
ernment owes this work force more 
than just a thank you and a pink slip. 

The bill Senator GLENN and I are in
troducing today addresses four key is
sues facing this work force in transi
tion: 

First, restructuring: Section 1 of our 
bill requires the Secretary of Energy
in consultation with labor unions, 
State and local governments, and the 
Secretary of Labor-to develop and 
issue a work force restructuring plan 
for the DOE weapons complex within 60 
days of enactment. The intent of this 
requirement is to minimize the eco
nomic impact of the transition in the 
nuclear weapons complex through: 

Early notice of plant closures; 
Job preference for existing workers 

based on seniority; 
Timely retraining for environmental 

cleanup work; 
Relocation assistance for workers 

transferred; 
DOE aid for education and retraining 

for non-DOE work; and 
Assistance to impacted comm uni ties. 
DOE workers are true veterans of the 

cold war and deserve to be treated fair
ly and with respect. The purpose of this 
section is to formalize the DOE's com
mitment to its workers to retrain and 
retain as many hourly workers as pos
sible, and to provide adequate assist
ance to those who cannot be employed 
on-site. In addition, the DOE has an ob
ligation to work with local govern
ments and communities to assist with 
the local impact of restructuring. 

We have already made an important 
start in this direction with the Defense 
Economic Adjustment Act of 1990. Sen
ator RIEGLE, Representative MAV
ROULES, and I helped put together this 
legislation in the fiscal year 1991 De
fense authorization bill, providing $200 
million for job training and commu
nity assistance for DOD and DOE work
ers and communities. After nearly 2 
years of refusal to implement and fund 
this initiative, the Bush administra
tion recently and reluctantly acqui
esced in this crucial program. We need 
to do more 

Second, environmental restoration 
contracts: Section 2 of our bill requires 
the DOE, upon entering into a contract 
for environmental restoration and 
waste management activities at DOE 
sites, to: 

Recognize the existing bargaining 
units; 

Employ bargaining unit employees; 
Honor and assume the existing agree

ments with the bargaining units that 



7808 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE April 1, 1992 
include pension benefits, wage levels, 
health insurance, and sick leave; and 

Credit employees with all benefits 
due. 

This section is modeled after DOE's 
own requirements for the new environ
mental restoration contractor at the 
Fernald facility in Ohio. Our intent is 
to make certain that the transition 
from production to clean-up is not used 
by DOE or its contractors as an oppor
tunity to undercut organized labor. At 
Rocky Flats, EG&G has been hiring 
salaried workers at a rapid rate, even 
as they reduce the union work force 
onsite-giving rise to significant con
cerns about the future of the union 
work force. This section is not in
tended to be exclusionary or to favor 
any one union over another, but seeks 
to protect the rights of the many men 
and women now working at DOE facili
ties whose lives will be affected by this 
transition. 

Third, medical monitoring: This sec
tion requires the Secretary of Energy 
to work with the Department of Health 
and Human Services in establishing 
and carrying out an ongoing medical 
evaluation of current and former em
ployees who have been exposed to more 
than the acceptable dosages of radi
ation or hazardous substances while 
employed by DOE. 

Many DOE workers have been ex
posed to dangerous levels of radiation 
and hazardous materials on the job. A 
comprehensive medical program of sur
veillance of current and former em
ployees is needed to better understand 
the medical consequences of such expo
sures. Our bill does not presume to dic
tate guidelines for this program, but 
stipulates that the DOE Secretary 
shall consult with the American Col
lege of Physicians, the National Acad
emy of Sciences. 

Since 1985, I have been proposing that 
we transfer the authority and funding 
for radiological medical research from 
the DOE to HHS. Some progress on this 
front has been made and should help 
pave the way for the more comprehen
sive program outlined in this bill. 
Basic fairness requires that we learn 
what is to be learned about the health 
consequences of DOE worker exposure 
and provide adequate coverage for 
treatment of those work-related ill
nesses. 

Fourth, health insurance: Section 4 
of this bill would do just that by re
quiring the DOE to pay all reasonable 
health care costs for specified 
radiation- and toxic-related illnesses of 
former DOE workers who are deemed 
to have been exposed to dangerous lev
els of radiation or toxic substances 
while employed by the DOE and who 
are not otherwise covered. 

The purpose of this section is 
straightforward: If a worker becomes 
ill with a disease caused by his DOE 
weapons work, the DOE should pay for 
treatment. Again, we do not presume 

to dictate the standards that should 
apply in implementing this section, but 
direct the DOE, HHS, American College 
of Physicians, and National Academy 
of Sciences to cooperate in identifying 
reasonable guidelines. 

Mr. President, this legislation is 
enormously important not only for 
Rocky Flats but for communities all 
across the country that have been im
pacted by their commitment to the nu
clear weapons program. The people who 
have worked over the last 40 years in 
nuclear weapons programs ought to be 
treated no differently than other peo
ple in the military who have commit
ted their lives and their careers to the 
military. We have an obligation to 
these individuals working in these nu
clear plants for their retraining, for 
their continuing employment, for their 
own pensions and medical benefits. We 
have the same commitment to them as 
we do to other people who have worked 
within the defense establishment. 

Finally, Mr. President, this is just 
the first step in a number that we must 
be taking in this country in terms of 
the transition of our defense indus
tries. The transition, the change, the 
domestic impact of closing down many 
defense plants, slowly building down 
our armed services, the changes in our 
defense industries, the changes in the 
people who have worked in these, this 
represents a long-term commitment of 
billions of dollars, hundreds of thou
sands of very, very well-trained indi
viduals and an obligation of the Fed
eral Government to think this through. 

We are doing our best to do this in 
the Congress because we have gotten 
preciously little support for this effort 
and almost no leadership at all in the 
administration. And while we intro
duce this legislation, we hope that the 
administration will focus not only on 
this bill but will focus on the overall 
package of the transition that our 
economy is going through. It is going 
to be extremely difficult in many, 
many communities, but it is a problem 
that we cannot duck. We cannot deny 
this problem. We have to take it on and 
take it on in a frontal fashion. 

Mr. President, we simply cannot turn 
our backs on the workers at Rocky 
Flats and other DOE sites. Their 
health and economic future must be a 
top priority for the Nation they have 
worked so hard to defend. This bill is a 
starting point in that effort. I look for
ward to working with Senator GLENN 
and other Senators in shaping legisla
tion this year to address this critical 
need. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill, as well as 
a brief summary of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2506 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY DEFENSE 

NUCLEAR FACILITIES WORK FORCE 
RESTRUCTURING PLAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsections (b) 
through (e) and not later than 60 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall develop, issue, and com
mence implementation of a plan for the re
structuring of the employee work force of 
the Department of Energy defense nuclear 
facilities. 

(b) PLAN REQUIREMENTS.-ln developing 
and implementing the plan referred to in 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall provide-

(!) that any changes in the function or 
mission of the Department of Energy defense 
nuclear facilities be carried out by means 
that minimize the economic impacts of such 
changes on Department of Energy employees 
at such facilities, including the provision of 
notice of such changes not later than 120 
days before the commencement of such 
changes to such employees and the commu
nities in which such facilities are located 
and the use of retraining, early retirement, 
attrition, and other similar means to mini
mize the number of layoffs of such employ
ees that result from such changes; 

(2) that such employees whose employment 
in positions at such facilities will be termi
nated as a result of the restructuring plan 
receive first preference in any hiring of the 
Department of Energy (consistent with ap
plicable employment seniority plans or prac
tices of the Department of Energy and with 
section 3152 of the National Defense Author
ization Act for Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991 
(Public Law 101-189; 103 Stat. 1682)) that oc
curs after the issuance of the plan; 

(3) that such employees be retrained in a 
timely fashion and as necessary for work in 
environmental restoration and waste man
agement activities at such facilities or other 
facilities of the Department of Energy; 

(4) that the Department of Energy provide 
relocation assistance to such employees who 
are transferred to other Department of En
ergy facilities as a result of the plan; 

(5) that the Department of Energy provide 
appropriate employment retraining, edu
cation, and reemployment assistance (in
cluding employment placement assistance) 
to such employees who express an intent in 
writing to seek employment outside of the 
Department of Energy before such employees 
complete employment with the Department 
of Energy; and 

(6) that the Department of Energy provide 
local impact assistance to communities that 
are affected by the restructuring plan and 
coordinate the provision of such assistance 
with-

(A) programs carried out by the Depart
ment of Labor pursuant to tije Job Training 
Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.); 

(B) programs carried out pursuant to the 
Defense Economic ·Adjustment, Diversifica
tion, Conversion, and Stabilization Act of 
1990 (10 U.S.C. 2391 note); and 

(C) programs carried out by the Depart
ment of Commerce pursuant to title IX of 
the Public Works and Economic Develop
ment Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3241 et seq.). 

(C) PLAN UPDATES.-Not later than one 
year after issuing the plan referred to in sub
section (a) and on an annual basis thereafter, 
the Secretary shall issue an update of the 
plan. Each updated plan under this sub
section shall-

(1) provide for the requirements referred to 
in subsection (b), taking into account any 
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changes in the function or mission of the De
partment of Energy defense nuclear facilities 
and any other changes in circumstances that 
the Secretary determines to be relevant; 

(2) contain an evaluation by the Secretary 
of the implementation of the plan during the 
year preceding the report; and 

(3) contain such other information and pro
vide for such other matters as the Secretary 
determines to be relevant. 

(d) CONSULTATION.-(1) In developing the 
plan referred to in subsection (a) and any up
dates of the plan under subsection (c), the 
Secretary shall consult with the Secretary of 
Labor, appropriate representatives of local 
and national collective-bargaining units of 
Department of Energy employees, appro
priate representatives of departments and 
agencies of State and local governments, ap
propriate representatives of State and local 
institutions of higher education, and appro
priate representatives of community groups 
in communities affected by the restructuring 
plan. 

(2) The Secretary shall determine appro
priate representatives of the units, govern
ments, institutions, and groups referred to in 
paragraph (1). 

(e) SUBMITTAL TO CONGRESS.-The Sec
retary shall submit the plan referred to in 
subsection (a) and any updates of the plan 
under subsection (c) to the following: 

(1) The Governmental Affairs Committee 
of the Senate. 

(2) The Armed Services Committee of the 
Senate. 

(3) The Energy Committee of the Senate. 
(4) The Appropriations Committee of the 

Senate. 
(5) The Government Operations Committee 

of the House of Representatives. 
(6) The Armed Services Committee of the 

House of Representatives. 
(7) The Energy and Commerce Committee 

of the House of Representatives. 
(8) The Appropriations Committee of the 

House of Representatives. 
SEC. 2. REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO CON

TRACTS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RES· 
TORATION AT DEPARTMENT OF EN
ERGY DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILI
TIES. 

(a) CONTRACT REQUIREMENTS.-Except as 
provided in subsection (b), in entering into a 
contract (including a contract entered into 
as a result of renegotiation) for the procure
ment of environmental restoration and 
waste management activities at a Depart
ment of Energy nuclear defense facility, the 
Secretary shall require that the contractor 
and any subcontractor of the contractor-

(1) recognize (A) any collective-bargaining 
agreements in force at the facility on the 
date of the contract, and (B) any labor orga
nizations (as defined in section 2(5) of the 
Labor Management Relations Act, 1947 (29 
U.S.C. 152(5)) or other bargaining agents au
thorized to act on behalf of the employees of 
the facility on that date; 

(2) employ under that contract any em
ployees in the collective-bargaining units at 
the facility on that date; 

(3) assume the liability and obligations of 
the pension programs of the preceding em
ployer at the facility, if any, for the employ
ees of that 'preceding employer (including 
employees covered by collective-bargaining 
agreements and employees not so covered) 
that the contractor retains under the con
tract; 

(4) continue the pension programs in force 
for such employees; and 

(5) credit any period of employment of such 
employees with the preceding employer to
ward the requirements of the contract relat-

ing to vacations, sick leave, and other em
ployment related benefits (including health 
insurance benefits). 

(b) LIMITATION.-The requirement referred 
to in subsection (a)(5) shall not apply to any 
severance payment, benefit, bonus, or enti
tlement of a salaried employee of a preced
ing employer under that subsection. 
SEC. 3. PROGRAM TO MONITOR DEPARTMENT OF 

ENERGY WORKERS EXPOSED TO 
HAZARDOUS AND RADIOACTIVE SUB· 
STANCES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall es
tablish and carry out a program for the iden
tification and on-going medical evaluation of 
current and former Department of Energy 
employees who are subject to significant 
health risks as a result of the exposure of 
such employees to hazardous or radioactive 
substances during such employment. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAM.-(1) In 
establishing and carrying out the program 
referred to in this section, the Secretary 
shall-

( A) identify the hazardous substances and 
radioactive substances to which current and 
former Department of Energy employees 
may have been exposed as a result of such 
employment; 

(B) prescribe guidelines for deten:nining 
the levels of exposure to such substances 
that present such employees with significant 
health risks; 

(C) prescribe guidelines for determining 
the appropriate number, scope, and fre
quency of medical evaluations and labora
tory tests to be provided to such employees 
to permit the Secretary to evaluate fully the 
extent, nature, and medical consequences of 
such exposure; 

(D) identify (pursuant to the guidelines re
ferred to in subparagraph (B)) each employee 
referred to in subparagraph (A) who received 
a level of exposure referred to in subpara
graph (B); and 

(E) provide (pursuant to the guidelines re
ferred to in subparagraph (C)) the evalua
tions and tests referred to in subparagraph 
(C) to the employees referred to in subpara
graph (D). 

(2)(A) The Secretary carry out his respon
sibilities under subparagraphs (A) through 
(C) of paragraph (1) with the concurrence of 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services. 

(B) In prescribing guidelines under para
graph (l)(C), the Secretary shall permit the 
participation of appropriate representatives 
of the following entities: 

(i) The American College of Physicians. 
(ii) The National Academy of Sciences. 
(iii) Any labor organization or other bar

gaining unit authorized to act on the behalf 
of employees of a Department of Energy de
fense nuclear facility. 

(C) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall carry out his responsibilities 
under this paragraph with the assistance of 
the Director of the Centers for Disease Con
trol and the Director of the National Insti
tute for Occupational Safety and Health. 

(3) The Secretary shall notify each em
ployee identified under paragraph (l)(D) and 
provided with any medical examination or 
test under paragraph (l)(E) of the identifica
tion and the results of any such examination 
or test. Each notification under this para
graph shall be provided in a form that is 
readily understandable by the employee. 

(4) The Secretary shall collect and assem
ble information relating to the examinations 
and tests carried out under paragraph (l)(E). 

(5) The Secretary shall commence carrying 
out the program described in this subsection 
not later than one year after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(c) AGREEMENT WITH SECRETARY OF HEALTH 
AND HUMAN SERVICES.-Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall enter into an agree
ment with the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services pursuant to which the Sec
retary and the Secretary of Heal th and 
Human Service shall carry out the respective 
activities of the Secretary and the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services under this 
section. 
SEC. 4. HEALTH INSURANCE PROGRAM FOR 

FORMER DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
EMPLOYEES. 

(a) PROGRAM.-The Secretary of Energy 
shall carry out a program to provide for the 
insurance of the Department of Energy em
ployees referred to in subsection (b) to cover 
all reasonable expenses for the health care 
services referred to in subsection (c) incurred 
(whether through insurance or out-of-pock
et) by such employees. 

(b) EMPLOYEES COVERED.-(1) Subject to 
subsection (d), employees described in this 
section are any individuals who-

(A) were (but are no longer) Department of 
Energy employees employed at defense nu
clear facilities; 

(B) as a result of such employment, have 
received a level of exposure to hazardous 
substances or radioactive substances that 
poses a significant risk to the health of such 
employees; 

(C) as a result of that level of exposure, 
have developed a significant illness, disease, 
or clinical sensitivity; and 

(D) are not entitled to benefits relating to 
the illness, disease, or clinical sensitivity 
under the medicare program or any other 
health insurance plan or program. 

(2) In this subsection, the term "medicare 
program" means the program described 
under title XVill of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.). 

(c) REASONABLE EXPENSES FOR CERTAIN 
HEALTH CARE SERVICES COVERED.-Subject to 
subsection (d), reasonable expenses for 
health care services described in this sub
section are expenses in a reasonable amount 
for health care services which are medically 
reasonable and necessary for the treatment 
of any employee referred to in subsection (b) 
for any illness, disease, or clinical sensitiv
ity developed by that employee (as deter
mined by the Secretary pursuant to sub
section (b)(l)(C)). 

(d) STANDARDS FOR DETERMINATIONS.-(1) 
The Secretary (with the concurrence of the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services) 
shall prescribe any standards that are nec
essary to facilitate any determinations re
lating to the eligibility of employees for in
surance under subsection (b)(l) and the rea
sonableness and necessity of services and ex
penses under subsection (c). 

(2) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall carry out his responsibilities 
under this subsection with the assistance of 
the Director of the Centers for Disease Con
trol and the Director of the National Insti
tute for Occupational Safety and Health. 

(3) In establishing standards under this 
subsection, the Secretary shall permit the 
participation of appropriate representatives 
of the following entities: 

(A) The American College of Physicians. 
(B) The National Academy of Sciences. 
(C) Any labor organization or other bar

gaining unit authorized to act on the behalf 
of employees of a Department of Energy de
fense nuclear facility. 

(e) ADMINISTRATION.-The Secretary of En
ergy may carry out this section directly, 
through a memorandum of understanding 
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with an appropriate Federal department or 
agency, or through a contract with an appro
priate health insurance carrier or adminis
trator. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The Secretary of En
ergy shall establish the reinsurance program 
under this section not later than 6 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
The program shall apply to expenses in
curred for services furnished on or after the 
date the program first becomes effective. 
SEC. G. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) The term "Secretary" means the Sec

retary of Energy. 
(2) The term "Department of Energy de

fense nuclear facility" means-
(A) a production facility or utilization fa

cility (as that term is defined in section 11 of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 
2014)) that is under the control or jurisdic
tion of the Secretary and that is operated for 
national security purposes (including the 
tritium loading facility at Savannah River, 
South Carolina, the 236 H facility at Savan
nah River, South Carolina; and the Mound 
Laboratory, Ohio), but the term does not in
clude any facility that does not conduct 
atomic energy defense activities; 

(B) a nuclear waste storage or disposal fa
cility that is under the control or jurisdic
tion of the Secretary; 

(C) a testing and assembly facility that is 
under the control or jurisdiction of the Sec
retary and that is operated for national secu
rity purposes (including the test site facility 
in Nevada; the Pinnellas Plant, Florida; and 
the Pantex facility, Texas); 

(D) a nuclear weapons research facility 
that is under the control or jurisdiction of 
the Secretary (including the Lawrence 
Livermore, Los Alamos, and Sandia National 
Laboratories); or 

(E) any facility described in paragraphs (1) 
through (4) that---

(i) is no longer in operation; 
(ii) was under the control or jurisdiction of 

the Department of Defense, the Atomic En
ergy Commission, or the Energy Research 
and Development Administration; and 

(iii) was operated for national security pur
poses. 

(3) The term "Department of Energy em
ployee" means any employee of the Depart
ment of Energy employed at a Department of 
Energy defense nuclear facility, including 
any employee of a contractor or subcontrac
tor of the Department of Energy employed as 
such a facility. 

DOE NUCLEAR WORKERS' BILL 
SUMMARY 

Section 1. Department of Energy Defense 
nuclear facilities work force restructuring 
plan. 

DOE Workforce Restructuring Plan.-No 
later than 60 days after enactment, the Sec
retary shall develop and issue a workforce 
restructuring plan for the DOE weapons 
complex. 

Plan Requirements.-In developing the 
plan the Secretary shall-

(1) minimize the economic impacts associ
ated with changes in the mission of DOE 
weapons facilities through early notice of 
such changes and the use of retraining, early 
retirement, attrition and other options to 
minimize layoffs; 

(2) provide first hiring preference based on 
seniority to workers whose employment 
would be terminated by restructuring; 

(3) provide retraining for environmental 
clean up work; 

(4) provide relocation assistance to work
ers who are transferred to other DOE sites; 
and 

(5) provide appropriate reemployment re
training, education and reemployment as
sistance to workers who seek employment 
outside of the DOE. 

(6) provide economic assistance to im
pacted communities. 

Consultation.-In developing the plan .the 
Secretary shall consult with the Secretary of 
Labor, representatives of labor at DOE sites, 
and appropriate representatives from state 
and local governments, educational institu
tions and community groups. 

Section 2. Requirements relating to con
tracts for environmental restoration at De
partment of Energy defense nuclear facili
ties. 

Contract Requirements.-Upon entering 
into a contract for environmental restora
tion and waste management activities at 
DOE sites, the Secretary shall require the 
contractor and subcontractors to-

(1) recognize the existing collective bar
gaining agreements in force at the facility 
and the labor organizations at the sites; 

(2) employ bargaining unit employees at 
the facility on that date; 

(3) assume all liabilities and obligations of 
the pension programs of the preceding em
ployer; 

(4) continue the pension program in force; 
(5) credit employees of the preceding em

ployer with employment-related benefit, in
cluding health insurance, sick leave. 

Section 3. Program to monitor Department 
of Energy workers exposed to hazardous and 
radioactive substances. 

Identification and Medical Evaluation of 
Employees.-Not later than one year after 
the date of enactment, the Secretary shall 
identify employees exposed to hazardous and 
radioactive substances and provide such em
ployees with comprehensive medical exami
nations to evaluate the medical con
sequences of their exposures. 

Medical Surveillance Guidelines.-The Sec
retary of DOE and the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall establish guide
lines for the provision of medical examina
tions and laboratory tests. The Secretary of 
HHS shall be assisted by the Centers for Dis
ease Control and the National Institute for 
Occupational Safety and Health. 

In establishing these guidelines the DOE 
and HHS shall consult with the: The Amer
ican College of Physicians and Surgeons, the 
National .Academy of Sciences, labor organi
zations. 

Worker Notification.-The DOE shall no
tify each employee who is given a medical 
examination, the results of the examination 
and shall collec;:t and assemble information 
from these medical examinations for re
search purposes. 

Covered Employees.-The DOE Secretary 
in the implementing section is given respon
sibility to determine the criteria for medical 
surveillance with the concurrence of the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, with 
the same above-mentioned groups serving in 
an advisory capacity. 

Section 4. Health insurance program for 
former Department of Energy employees. 

Establishment of Program.-The Secretary 
of Energy shall within 6 months of enact
ment provide for the health insurance for 
certain work-related illnesses of former DOE 
employees who are not otherwise covered. 

Employees and Illnesses Covered._:_The 
DOE Secretary is responsible for determin
ing eligibility with the concurrence of the 
Secretary of HHS and with the advice of the 
groups mentioned in Section 3. 

Reasonable expenses for Health Care Serv
ices Covered.-Reasonable expenses for 
health care services cover treatment of ill
nesses resulting from exposures to radio
active and non-radioactive hazardous sub
stances. 

Heal th care expenses shall be based on a 
typical payment methodology used under 
FEHBP plans; and treatment of an illness 
shall be considered to be medically reason
able and necessary if meets the criteria 
under either an FEHBP or Medicare pro
gram. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I appre
ciate very much the kind remarks of 
my distinguished colleague from Colo
rado who has been at the forefront of 
trying to work on this particular prob
lem for so many years. It is a pleasure 
to work together with him in this re
gard. 

Mr. President, let me take us back 
about 6 or 61/2 years. I received com
plaints from the people at Fernald in 
Ohio that they were having problems 
at the plant there. Workers were being 
exposed to materials that they thought 
were unsafe. The filter system in the 
plant there that had uranium dust in it 
was not working right. On occasion, 
they would turn the "bag house," it 
was called, the filter system, and the 
bag house when it would not operate or 
got a split in the bags that were doing 
the filtering, they would just turn the 
flow off or turn the filter system off 
there and it meant uranium dust out of 
that plant was going out in the general 
community, coming down in the plant, 
and that is just one example of how 
things were going. 

I could not believe some of the things 
they were telling me at that time. I 
could not believe that people operating 
the plant were callous enough with re
gard to the safety and health of the 
workers in the plant that they would 
be doing some of the things that they 
were doing. 

So I went out there and visited the 
plant, saw some of these things for my
self, which resulted in a series of hear
ings here and has resulted, in the years 
since then, in something like I think 
we now have 32 or 35 reports by the 
General Accounting Office of the situa
tion. And starting with that Fernald 
situation that we moved to correct, we 
then wondered whether we had the 
same situation in other parts of the nu
clear weapons complex in other parts 
of the country. 

So we started asking the GAO to 
look into some of these places and 
there were studies at Rocky Flats, and 
Hanford, Savannah River and the 17 
different States. As I say, we now have 
some 32, 34, 35, something like that, 
GAO reports detailing what had hap
pened through all those years. 

Now what had happened? The Rus
sians are coming, the Russians are 
coming. That used to be it. We have to 
produce fissile material, produce nu
clear material. And I supported that as 
did other people here. But, watch out, 
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we have to have a fissile material. 
"Here is the radioactive waste product, 
here is the toxic waste. What are we 
going to do with them?" "Put them out 
behind the plant. Do not worry about 
that. We will worry about it later." 

Now is later. As a result of the ef
forts of the last 6 years by a lot of peo
ple, including myself, we now have es
timates that it is going to cost, we do 
not know for sure, $120, $150, $160 bil
lion to clean up all this mess that we 
delayed into some 40 years of the nu
clear weapons complex operations 
when we did not clean things up. 

Put it out behind the plant. We will 
worry about it later. Some of those 
areas had contaminated aquifer levels 
when this material sank down into the 
soil and got into the water tables down 
below the surface. 

How do you clean that up? Nobody 
really know how you clean that. So we 
need a lot of research in that area. But 
how about the people involved? How 
about the people that received some of 
the unfair treatment, also? Certainly 
that is important. These are people 
who dedicated their lives to working in 
these complexes. 

I would say we know an awful lot 
more about some of these areas today 
than we did back even 6 years ago, 
knowing about what happened, what 
releases were made, what workers were 
exposed to toxic materials or to radio
active materials, unknowingly, some
times; or certainly inadvertently at 
others. 

That is what has led us to this situa
tion we are in today, to try to deal 
faily-deal fairly-with people who de
voted there lives for the protection of 
this country. They were not over in 
Desert Storm. They were working in a 
nuclear plant someplace. But they have 
sacrificed, in many cases, their health 
and their families, living in some of 
these communities, to this whole proc
ess. Fairness calls for dealing with this 
situation. That is what my distin
guished colleague from Colorado talked 
about just a moment ago. 

Everyone knows the Russians are not 
coming now. They have gone into 
eclipse over there. So we do not see the 
requirement for the same size nuclear 
system we had. So we are downsizing 
now and we are consolidating. We are 
doing a lot of things. We are 
downsizing America's nuclear arsenal. 

Of course, we welcome this end of the 
nuclear arms race that loomed for so 
many years. But along with that 
downsizing comes a number of social, 
of economic, of health-related impacts 
that are starting to emerge in almost 
every one of those communities I men
tioned that hosts a Department of En
ergy nuclear weapons facility. 

The rapid reduction in the U.S. nu
clear arsenal is already leading to the 
closure of several DOE facilities, and a 
dramatic shift in the entire mission of 
the U.S. nuclear program from produc-

tion to waste management, and now 
cleanup. 

The people who now stand to bear the 
brunt of these impacts are the DOE 
workers who have provided for this Na
tion's security. The loss of thousands 
of jobs over the next few years has al
ready been announced by DOE Sec
retary Watkins in December of last 
year. But even while we downsize and 
even while we cut down the work force 
that is required, at the same there 
time are very troubling questions 
emerging about the health impacts of 
DOE operations, particularly those 
that may affect the thousands of work
ers who handled radioactive and other 
hazardous material. 

Let me give a couple of examples. A 
large number of workers throughout 
the DOE complex have been exposed to 
plutonium, one of the most toxic mate
rials known to man. At DOE's Savan
nah River site, DOE estimated at least 
739 workers-739 workers-show evi
dence that plutonium is lodged in their 
bodies. A recent study in the respected 
scientific journal, Nature, indicates 
that the long-term damage from pluto
nium may be far more serious than 
now assumed. This fact alone is quite 
disturbing in its implications for many 
DOE workers. 

Let me pause. Imagine yourself 
working in one of those plan ts all these 
years. You took precautions. Through 
no fault of your own, you now find you 
have plutonium contamination. You go 
home, you look at your kids at night, 
and you wonder how long you are going 
to last. How does that make you feel? 

Thousands of workers, particularly 
at the Rocky Flats facility in Colorado 
and the Oak Ridge Y-12 facility in Ten
nessee, have been exposed to beryllium, 
a substance well known to cause health 
damage. In a recent study, DOE work
ers exposed to this substance at Rocky 
Flats showed greater blood cell sen
sitivity, and it has caused DOE to 
launch a beryllium surveillance pro
gram. 

In your mind's eye, once again think 
of going home, think: I have been ex
posed to beryllium. You sit down, look 
around at your kids, and you wonder 
how long you are going to be around. 
And you do not really know, because 
we do not know too much about what 
is going to happen. But you know it is 
not good; that is for sure. 

Many workers throughout the DOE 
complex have been exposed to levels of 
radiation which a current study spon
sored by DOE itself suggests may cre
ate a much higher risk of contracting 
cancer than current protection stand
ards assume. At the Fernald facility in 
Ohio, it was common for workers to be 
subjected to high concentrations of ra
dioactive dust that frequently exceeded 
the standards. 

During the late 1940's and early 
1950's, excessive exposures to thousands 
of nuclear weapons workers became a 

matter of high concern. Official rec
ommendations by the Government's 
scientific advisers to launch cancer 
studies of these workers were ignored. 

In your mind's eye, you are now a 
worker at one of these plants. You 
have been exposed to radiation through 
the years. Recommendations were 
made by these advisers to launch can
cer studies to see what your odds are, 
to see what kind of protection you 
might ask for, what kinds of cancer 
you might get, what kinds of difficul
ties you might have as a result of this 
exposure. Those studies were not made. 
And you sit down once again and look 
at your kids, and you wonder what is 
going to happen to you. And you do not 
really know. It is beyond your control, 
and you do not know what to do about 
it. 

Unfortunately, we do not know with 
any degree of certainty what kinds of 
health risks these worker exposures 
portend. 

It is not at all clear if the Depart
ment of Energy knows with reasonable 
certainty how many workers have been 
exposed to which dangerous sub
stances. These uncertainties are not 
lost on prospective employers and their 
health insurance carriers, who decide 
whether or not to hire a former DOE 
weapons worker. 

Once again, you are changing jobs, 
but you have been a nuclear worker. 
And the new person you are going to 
worl{ for, if they have health insur
ance, says: "But this carrier will not 
cover you in case you have a problem 
because you worked out at the nuclear 
plant." 

You sit and look at your kids, and 
you do not have health insurance be
cause of that. Is that fair to people who 
devoted their lives to helping protect 
everybody, and who helped to maintain 
and work in the nuclear weapons com
plex? That is not fair. That absolutely 
is not fair. And that is what has led 
Senator WIRTH and I to put this legisla
tion together. It is a situation no more 
apparent, as I said, than in Ohio. 

But at issue are two basic problems. 
First, those of a large institution like 
the Department of Energy, which has 
operated for decades in secrecy and iso
lation. Once again, the Russians are 
coming; it is secret. What goes on in 
there, nobody knows; it is secret. We 
cannot let production figures out. 

We understand that. I agreed with all 
that stuff. At the same time, we now 
know we should certainly not have 
been so blind as to ignore the safety 
and heal th aspects of this thing as we 
went along. So you know we are having 
to pay catchup. So all this secrecy and 
isolation that went on through the 
years, we have to adapt now to a rapid 
sea change in U.S. policies, and it is 
proving to be extremely slow and very 
disjointed. 

Second, the magnitude of the envi
ronmental · safety and health legacy of 
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the nuclear and arms race continues to 
grow, with everything we know about 
it, in severity and importance, and has 
put the issue of DOE plant closures 
into a very special category of serious
ness all of its own. 

The legislation we are sponsoring is 
. designed to face these two problems 
head on. It has four sections. Senator 
WIRTH already went through them, but 
I will just repeat them very briefly. 

One, requires DOE to prepare a work 
force restructuring plan within 60 days 
which provides for early notice of plant 
closures, rehiring preference for exist
ing workers, provides for retraining, 
education, and relocation assistance 
for workers who may be shifted to 
other DOE sites. 

Two, requires DOE, when site con
tracts change from production to 
cleanup, to assure existing bargaining 
units are at least offered employment 
if feasible-in some places, it may not 
be feasible-and to honor existing bar
gaining agreements. 

Three, establishes a comprehensive 
medical surveillance program for cur
rent and former DOE workers who have 
been exposed to radiation and other 
hazardous substances. 

And, four, it provides, through the 
DOE, heal th insurance coverage for 
former DOE workers who cannot ob
tain insurance, and who fit a risk pro
file for eligibility. 

We are trying to make certain we 
correct some of these inequities that 
have developed through the years. 

This is a difficult process of transi
tion. I believe it is prudent to develop 
a comprehensive program to assure we 
can mitigate the social, the economic, 
the health impacts that are arising 
from this unprecedented circumstance 
that we now face. 

We must address the new emerging 
questions at DOE sites that must be 
answered if he were going to safely 
clean them up, safely, safely, clean 
them up. 

It is of vital importance we maintain 
as much stability and continuity with 
the existing work force as possible. 
These are people, as I have said, who 
dedicated their lives to this. They 
knew there were some dangers of radi
ation, but they went ahead and took 
that risk and worked there. The exist
ing DOE workers possess the knowl
edge of how these plants operate. That 
is a valuable asset as the DOE now be
gins the process of decontamination 
and decommissioning. 

As DOE begins to change its con
tracting system to accommodate this 
cleanup task-it is now estimated it 
may be as much as $160 billion over a 
20-year period-the first step toward a 
successful transition is to prevent 
major work force disruptions. Our leg
islation is meant to give existing work
ers the opportunity to maintain em
ployment and to maintain the benefits 
for which they have worked hard. · 

At the same time, this bill represents 
a significant departure from the way 
we have been trying to address the 
health risks associated with the nu
clear weapons program by integrating 
medical surveillance with heal th insur
ance coverage. And by doing this, we 
are developing the necessary scientific 
information to determine what kinds 
of health risks there are at DOE sites 
that can be used to develop the stand
ards to clean them up. 

We are recognizing the need to face 
up to the potential health legacies that 
are implied by DOE's disturbing his
tory of environment, safety, and health 
problems. What we are proposing in 
this legislation is not inconsistent with 
what DOE has started to do on its own, 
and we must give credit. For instance, 
at the Fernald facility in Ohio, the de
partment has made it mandatory for 
the new cleanup contractor, who is yet 
to be selected, to off er the existing bar
gaining unit employment and to honor 
the existing labor agreements, and that 
is to their credit. 

DOE is beginning to establish a be
ryllium surveillance and notification 
program involving thousands of cur
rent and former workers, and that is to 
their credit. 

Unless we begin to address these and 
the other programs associated with the 
restructuring of our nuclear weapons 
program in a fashion that assures labor 
stability and addresses the extraor
dinary risks that come with making 
nuclear weapons, then we stand to pay 
far more down the road and face ever
growing obstacles in cleaning up these 
contaminated sites. 

Finally, we must recognize the im
portant contribution of the men and 
women who have borne the risks of 
providing for our nuclear deterrence. If 
we are willing to spend billions of dol
lars to deal with contaminated dirt, we 
must be willing to spend some of this 
money to address the real human di
mensions of this problem, and that is 
the least we can do. 

When it comes right down to it, once 
again, as I said, imagine you are a 
worker at one of these plants, and you 
have been there for a long time. You 
are now finding the whole process 
downsized through no fault of your 
own. You have dedicated your life to 
this. Are you going to be dealt with 
fairly by our Government? That is 
what this bill is all about. We think 
this brings fairness to this downsizing 
process and is the least that we can do 
to keep faith with these workers who 
are out there right now. 
• Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator WIRTH and Sen
ator GLENN in introducing S. 2506, leg
islation to protect the well-being of 
Department of Energy workers during 
the upcoming restructuring of our nu
clear weapons complex. For decades, 
the men and women who have worked 
for the Department of Energy's nuclear 

weapons programs made a real con
tribution to our Nation's defense. Now 
that the cold war is over, it is time for 
us to come to their defense. 

America has an obligation to protect 
those workers who have made a com
mitment to our country. The DOE 
worker protection bill we are introduc
ing today includes provisions to help 
DOE employees in a number of areas. 
This legislation will provide them and 
their families with critical edu
cational, health, and employment sup
port as we clean up and restructure our 
nuclear weapons facilities for the post
cold war world. 

The bill requires the Secretary of En
ergy-in consultation with Secretary 
of Labor, State, and local governments, 
unions, and education officials-to de
velop a work force restructuring plan 
for the transition from weapons pro
duction to clean up. This plan should 
outline the steps that DOE will take to 
minimize the economic impact of the 
changes-steps like advance notice, re
training, and early retirement. DOE 
should also be required to retrain 
workers for clean up projects and pro
vide hiring preference for these 
projects to workers affected by restruc
turing. In addition, the Department of 
Energy ought to give relocation assist
ance to transferred workers and pro
vide aid for the education and retrain
ing of those who are moving on to work 
outside of the Department of Energy. 
And finally, DOE should provide eco
nomic assistance for communities im
pacted by the restructuring. 

The bill sets conditions for environ
mental restoration contracts. It re
quires new cleanup contractors and 
subcontractors to recognize existing 
collective bargaining agreements and 
labor organizations at the sites, as
sume their pension obligations, and 
credit nonsalaried employees with all 
benefits due them. 

This legislation has two important 
provisions to protect the heal th of DOE 
workers. First, the bill directs the Sec
retary of Energy to establish a medical 
monitoring program for current and 
former employees who have been ex
posed to unacceptable levels of radi
ation or hazardous substances. Second, 
the bill addresses the key issue of 
health insurance for former DOE em
ployees-many of whom are essentially 
denied coverage because they have 
worked at nuclear plants-by requiring 
DOE to pay all reasonable heal th care 
costs for certain work-related illnesses 
resulting from exposure to radioactive 
and nonradioactive hazardous sub
stances. The guidelines for these health 
programs are to be established through 
consultation with the Department of 
Health and Human Services, labor or
ganizations, the National Academy of 
Science, and the American College of 
Physicians. 

Mr. President, although the stunning 
collapse of Soviet communism is a 
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blessing, it also involves a drastic shift 
in the lives of hundreds of thousands of 
American workers-especially those in
volved in our nuclear weapons complex. 
We have an obligation to provide for 
those who have done some of the most 
sensitive work in maintaining our nu
clear deterrent. I believe this legisla
tion is critical if we are going to have 
a smooth transition for Department of 
Energy employees. They have stood by 
us, and now we must stand by them.• 

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself and 
Mr. DECONCINI): 

S. 2507. A bill to amend the Act of Oc
tober 19, 1984 (Public Law 98-530; 98 
Stat. 2698), to authorize certain uses of 
water by the Ak-Chin Indian commu
nity, Arizona; to the Select Committee 
on Indian Affairs. 

AK-CHIN WATER USE AMENDMENT ACT 

• Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my colleague, Sen
ator DECONCINI, in introducing legisla
tion to authorize the Ak-Chin Indian 
community in Arizona to make use of 
portions of their water entitlement off 
their reservation. 

Under the terms of the 1984 amend
ments to their 1978 water rights settle
ment, the community is entitled to re
ceive 75,000 acre-feet of surface water 
annually through the main works of 
the Central Arizona project [CAP]. The 
1984 legislation authorized the commu
nity to devote their water to "any use, 
including but not limited to agricul
tural, municipal, industrial, commer
cial, mining, or recreational use". 
However, language that would ha.ve au
thorized use of the water off-reserva
tion was dropped, primarily in response 
to concerns of water resource officials 
from Western States about off-reserva
tion leasing by Indian tribes generally. 

In 1984 the community was assured 
that the question of off-reservation use 
of their settlement water would be re
visited in the future. After 8 years, dur
ing which the concept and practice of 
water marketing has become increas
ingly common in Western States, the 
community has asked that those assur
ances be honored. I agree that now is 
an appropriate time to do so. 

Since enactment of the settlement, 
the Ak-Chin community has worked 
hard to develop a successful farming 
operation, which now covers approxi
mately 16,500 acres of the community's 
21,840-acre reservation. The operation 
r~quires consistent use of approxi
mately 85 percent of the settlement 
water, more in some years depending 
on crop economics. This means that in 
many of the next 20 to 30 years the 
farm operation will not require use of 
the community's full water entitle
ment. Accordingly, the community 
wants to be able to realize value from 
the otherwise unused water by making 
it available to off-reservation users. 

The legislation which we introduce 
today would simply amend the 1984 Ak-

Chin settlement amendments (P.L. 98-
530; 98 Stat. 2698) to authorize the com
munity to use and lease their settle
ment water off-reservation for periods 
not exceeding 100 years, provided that 
the water right is not permanently 
alienated. The off-reservation area 
where the water could be used would be 
limited to within the Pinal, Phoenix, 
and Tucson active management areas 
as those areas were designated under 
Arizona's Groundwater Management 
Act. Any off-reservation use would be 
pursuant to a contract ratified by the 
community council and executed by 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

The water that would be available for 
leasing by the Ak-Chin community 
would be Colorado River water made 
available to the community pursuant 
to the 1984 settlement amendments. 
None of the so-called Ak-Chin surplus 
water that would be left to the Sec
retary under the Ak-Chin settlement 
after he has met his obligations to the 
community would be available to the 
community for leasing or any other 
purpose under the terms of this legisla
tion. 

Mr. President, enactment of this leg
islation will put the Ak-Chin Indian 
community on a footing comparable to 
other tribes in Arizona and elsewhere 
in the West who have had their water 
rights claims settled through legisla
tion. While the terms and conditions 
have varied from one settlement to an
other, those enacted since 1984 have in
cluded provisions authorizing tribes to 
use settlement water off-reservation. 
The legislation we introduce today 
limits such off-reservation use to with
in the State of Arizona. It does not au
thorize interstate leasing or other 
interstate water use. 

For the Ak-Chin community the au
thority to provide for off-reservation 
use of unused settlement water by enti
ties other than the community-for 
short or long periods of time-will en
able them to realize maximum eco
nomic benefits from their water enti
tlement. Over the course of the next 20 
to 30 years, during which the commu
nity has committed itself to maintain
ing its farming operation, the benefits 
to the community could be substantial. 
The opportunity to use some of the 
community's water would obviously 
also be beneficial to the entities that 
would lease or otherwise use it. 

Mr. President, I believe this Ak-Chin 
water use amendment is fair, appro
priate, and in the best interests of all 
concerned. There is not, to my knowl
edge, any opposition to the proposal. 
Accordingly, I am hopeful that the 
Senate and House of Representatives 
will be able to consider and quickly 
pass this legislation so that it may be
come law this year.• 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 2508. A bill to amend the Unfair 

Competition Act and Clayton Act to 

provide for private enforcement of the 
Unfair Competition Act in the event of 
unfair foreign competition, and to 
amend title 28, United States Code, to 
provide for private enforcement of the 
customs fraud provisions; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

PRIVATE ACTIONS FOR RELIEF FROM UNFAIR 
FOREIGN COMPETITION 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to introduce legis
lation to provide a private right of ac
tion for injured parties to sue in the 
Federal court to stop imports from 
coming into the United States which 
are subsidized or dumped. 

This action is being taken today be
cause yesterday the voluntary re
straint agreements program was per
mitted to terminate by the Office of 
the Trade Representative, and there 
was a failure to reach agreement for a 
multilateral steel accord. In the ab
sence of any approach where we can 
stop subsidized and dumped goods from 
coming into the United States, the 
American steel industry, especially the 
specialty steel industry, will be victim
ized by trade practices which violate 
the basic principles of free trade. 

Mr. President, the essence of free 
trade is the cost of production and a 
reasonable profit. Where you have sub
sidies by foreign governments, it is the 
antithesis, the direct opposite, of free 
trade. Where you have dumping-that 
is the sale in the United States at 
prices lower than what is being sold by 
the producing companies in their own 
country or in some other country, that 
is dumping-that again is exactly the 
opposite of free trade. 

Mr. President, we have seen a long 
history where American industries 
have been prejudiced, and American 
jobs have been lost, where there have 
been imports coming into this country 
which violate the basic principles of 
free trade when those imports are sub
sidized or when those imports are 
dumped. There is no adequate remedy 
at the present time to stop those im
ports from coming into this country. 
The range of violation is much broader 
than the steel industry or the specialty 
steel industry. My action is being 
prompted today because of what hap
pened yesterday. 

Mr. President, I have introduced 
similar legislation over the period of a 
decade, going back to March 4, 1982-in 
fact, slightly more than a decade-and 
I will later ask to be incorporated into 
the RECORD a detailed statement of the 
efforts which I have made to try to 
bring a private right of action. At one 
time it came to a 51-to-47 tabling vote. 
On another occasion in 1986, we were 
very close to working out an agree
ment on a private right of action. 

But as I say, this is being brought at 
this time because of what happened 
yesterday with respect to specialty 
steel. The Office of the U.S. Trade Rep
resentative issued a very unusual re-
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lease yesterday, starting off by noting 
that "countries negotiating a multilat
eral steel accord failed to reach agree
ment today to eliminate subsidies and 
other barriers to steel trade." And then 
in a later part of the release there was 
the notation that, "The United States 
voluntary restraint program will ter
minate today." 

This is somewhat strange, Mr. Presi
dent, if not incomprehensible. Where 
the steel industry-and · this goes be
yond specialty steel-has been await
ing an agreement on the multilateral 
steel accord which would have pre
vented subsidized and dumped goods 
from coming into the United States, 
and then there is a specific recognition 
by the Trade Representative that that 
effort failed, not to extend the vol
untary restraint program is just a bit 
mystifying. 

Mr. President, we have seen a long 
history in this country where foreign 
policy and defense policy have super
seded basic fairness on trade policy. 

I received a comprehensive education 
in that line back in 1984 when there 
was a favorable ruling by the Inter
national Trade Commission for the 
American steel industry, but it was 
subject to review by the President. 

At that time my colleague, Senator 
Heinz and I visited every one of the 
Cabinet Officers in an effort to get sup
port to see to it that that International 
Trade Commission ruling in favor of 
the American steel industry was 
upheld. Then Secretary of Commerce 
Mac Baldrige was favorable, and Inter
national Trade Representative Bill 
Brock was favorable. We got favorable 
hearings in all quarters until we came 
to then Secretary of State Shultz and 
Secretary of Defense Weinberger who 
were absolutely opposed to seeing to it 
that there was basic fairness to the 
American steel industry because for
eign policy and defense policy super
seded. 

Mr. President, the only way to han
dle this important issue is to see to it 
that there is a private right of action. 
This is a time-honored approach for 
private prosecution, illustrated by the 
antitrust laws where there are treble 
damage actions, and I believe this is 
absolutely necessary if the specialty 
steel industry is to have fairness to 
stop foreign subsidies and foreign 
dumping from coming into this coun
try. This law would extend in a much 
broader way to other industries where 
the private right of action would be ac
corded to stop subsidies in Govern
ment. 

Mr. President, on March 4, 1982, I in
troduced S. 2167 to provide a private 
right of action in Federal court to en
force existing laws prohibiting illegal 
dumping or subsidizing of foreign im
ports. Hearings were held on this bill 
before the Judiciary Committee on 
May 24 and June 24, 1982. On December 
15, 1982, I offered the text of this bill on 

the Senate floor as an amendment, 
which was tabled by a slim margin of 
51 to 47. 

During the 96th Congress, I reintro
duced this legislation as S. 416 on Feb
ruary 3, 1983. The Judiciary Committee 
held a hearing on this bill on March 21, 
1983. I offered the text of S. 418 as an 
amendment to the omnibus tariff bill 
on September 19, 1984; the amendment 
was tabled. 

During the 99th Congress, I reintro
duced this legislation as S. 236; I ex
panded the scope of this bill to include 
customs fraud violations and intro
duced S. 1655 on September 18, 1985. 
The Judiciary Committee held a hear
ing on S. 1655 on November 20, 1985, and 
favorably reported the bill by unani
mous voice vote on March 20, 1986. The 
Finance Subcommittee on Inter
national Trade also held a hearing on 
S. 1655 pursuant to a sequential refer
ral agreement. Significant progress 
was made toward reaching a unani
mous-consent agreement for full Sen
ate consideration of S: 1655 prior to ad
journment of the 99th Congress, but the 
press of other business prevented its 
coming up for floor action. 

In the lOOth Congress, I reintroduced 
comprehensive legislation, S. 361, to 
provide a · private right of action in 
Federal court to enforce existing laws 
prohibiting illegal dumping or customs 
fraud. 

I expanded the scope of this bill in S. 
1396, which I introduced on June 19, 
1987, to revise the subsidy provision to 
include a private right of action to 
allow injured American parties to sue 
in Federal court for injunction relief 
against, and monetary damages from, 
foreign manufacturers and exporters 
who receive subsidies and any importer 
related to the manufacturer or ex
porter. 

This bill would have provided a com
prehensive approach to address three of 
the most pernicious unfair export 
strategies used by foreign companies 
against American companies: Dump
ing, subsidies, and customs fraud. 

During full Senate consideration of 
the Omnibus Trade and Competitive
ness Act (S. 490), I filed the text of S. 
1396 as amendment No. 315 on June 19, 
1987, and offered it as an amendment to 
the trade bill on June 25, 1987. This 
amendment, however, was tabled. 

I again filed the text of this bill as an 
amendment to the Textile and Apparel 
Trade Act, S. 2662, on September 9, 
1988, and to the Technical Corrections 
Act, S. 2238, on September 29, 1988. 

On July 15, 1987, I joined Senator 
Heinz as an original cosponsor of an 
amendment to S. 490 to provide a pri
vate right of action in the U.S. Court 
of International Trade for damages 
from customs fraud. Al though the 
amendment was accepted by the Sen
ate, it unfortunately was dropped in 
conference. 

The expanded private right of action 
bill I am introducing today provides a 

private right of action for injunctive 
and monetary relief in Federal court to 
individuals or corporations who have 
been injured by dumping, subsidies, or 
customs fraud violations. The bill will 
enable industry to seek immediate re
lief through the Federal courts to halt 
the illegal importation of products. 

There is nothing like the vigor of pri
vate plaintiffs when it comes to the en
forcement of our trade laws. We des
perately need the vigorous private en
forcement this bill would spur if we are 
to successfully chart a course between 
the grave dangers of increased protec
tionism and the certain peril which 
would result from unabated illegal for
eign imports. 

Industry suffers the dual dilemma of 
competing against foreign protection
ism legislation and having no forum to 
pursue their grievances other than the 
executive branch. Hank Barnette, sen
ior vice president and general counsel 
of Bethlehem Steel, who testified at 
the Judiciary Committee field hearing 
in Pittsburgh, provides a level of sup
port for this legislation, which, I might 
add, was typical throughout the com
mittee hearings. Mr. Barnette is very 
familiar with the broad range of our 
trade issues and was appointed by 
President Bush to serve on his Advi
sory Committee on Trade Policy and 
Negotiations. He appeared before the 
Judiciary Committee to echo the sup
port he voiced for private right of ac
tion legislation when appearing first in 
1985: . 

I said then, and am equally convinced 
today, the current prospective antidumping 
remedies provide an inadequate deterrent to 
dumping. We know that to be a fact. In our 
industry the practice of dumping has contin
ued unabated for nearly 20 years and it is 
rampant today. The establishment of an ef
fective private right of action against dump
ing in the United States Federal Courts 
would provide a much-needed remedy. 

I believe the bill I am introducing 
would have an important deterrent ef
fect on the practices of our foreign 
trading partners. Under this bill, an in
jured domestic business could file suit 
in the U.S. District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia or the Court of Inter
national Trade for an injunction 
against the import and sales of the 
goods which it could preliminarily 
demonstrate were violating customs 
laws. The Court's order could be modi
fied to provide a more permanent rem
edy based on a more detailed finding. If 
dumping, subsidies, or customs fraud 
and injury are found, the plaintiff 
would be entitled to compensatory 
damages. 

A reason to support this bill lies in 
its simplicity. We can enact this legis
lation immediately without interfering 
with or precluding a more complex set 
of initiatives. The essence of this bill is 
to promote enforcement of existing 
trade laws and agreements and, there
fore, use our existing trade laws as our 
best defense against unfair foreign 
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practices. The bill I am introducing 
today will free private enterprise to 
pursue remedies without delay and put 
an immediate halt to many discrimina
tory trade practices. 

I ask my colleagues to join me now 
in supporting this legislation to pro
vide some immediate relief to the un
fair trade practices which constrain 
our industry. We are all familiar with 
the Sl trillion trade deficit we have in
curred over the past decade and the ad
ditional impact of our currently stalled 
economy. We should also, however, be 
proud of the many improvements made 
by our industrial base over the past 
decade. Our corporations invested cap
ital, the quality of our products has 
risen dramatically-but our people 
have suffered significant job losses 
while our corporations have tried to 
become more lean and competitive. 
Clearly our business sector and each 
and every American has participated in 
and borne the burden of improving our 
competitive position. 

Even these significant advances, 
however, are insufficient to truly com
pete in the face of illegal trade prac
tices such as dumping, subsidies, and 
customs fraud. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent at this time that the proposed leg
islation be included in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2508 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PRIVATE ACTIONS FOR RELIEF FROM 

UNFAIR FOREIGN COMPETITION. 
(a) CLAYTON ACT.-Section l(a) of the Clay

ton Act (15 U.S.C. 12) is amended by insert
ing "section 801 of the Act of September 8, 
1916, entitled 'An Act to raise revenue, and 
for other purposes' (39 Stat. 798; 15 U.S.C. 
72);" after "nineteen hundred and thirteen;". 

(b) ACTION FOR DUMPING VIOLATIONS.-Sec
tion 801 of the Act of September 8, 1916 (39 
Stat. 798; 15 U.S.C. 72) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"SEC. 801. (a) PROHIBITION.-No person shall 
import or sell within the United States an 
article manufactured or produced in a for
eign country if-

"(1) the article is imported or sold within 
the United States at a United States price 
that is less than the foreign market value or 
constructed value of the article; and 

"(2) the importation or sale-
"(A) causes or threatens material injury to 

industry or labor in the United States; or 
"(B) prevents, in whole or in part, the es

tablishment or modernization of any indus
try in the United States. 

"(b) CIVIL ACTION.-An interested party 
whose business or property is injured by rea
son of an importation or sale in violation of 
this section may bring a civil action in the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia or in the Court of International 
Trade against-

"(1) a manufacturer or exporter of the arti
cle; or 

"(2) an importer of the article into the 
United States that is related to the manufac
turer or exporter of the article. 

"(c) RELIEF.-In an action brought under 
subsection (b), upon a finding of liability on 
the part of the defendant, the plaintiff 
shall-

"(l)(A) be granted such equitable relief as 
may be appropriate, which may include an 
injunction against further importation into, 
or sale or distribution within, the United 
States by the defendant of the article in 
question; or 

"(B) if injunctive relief cannot be timely 
provided or is otherwise inadequate, recover 
damages for the injuries sustained; and 

"(2) recover the costs of the action, includ
ing reasonable attorney's fees. 

"(d) STANDARD OF PROOF.-(1) The standard 
of proof in an action brought under sub
section (b) is a preponderance of the evi
dence. 

"(2) Upon-
"(A) a prima facie showing of the elements 

set forth in subsection (a); or 
"(B) affirmative final determinations ad

verse . to the defendant that are made by the 
administering authority and the United 
States International Trade Commission 
under section 735 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1673d) relating to imports of the arti
cle in question for the country in which the 
manufacturer of the article is located, 
the burden of proof in an action brought 
under subsection (b) shall be upon the de
fendant. 

"(e) OTHER PARTIES.-(1) Whenever, in an 
action brought under subsection (b), it ap
pears to the court that justice requires that 
other parties be brought before the court, 
the court may cause them to be summoned, 
without regard to where they reside, and the 
subpoenas to that end may be served and en
forced in any judicial district of the United 
States. 

"(2) A foreign manufacturer, producer, or 
exporter which sells products, or for which 
products are sold by another party in the 
United States, shall be treated as having ap
pointed the District Director of the United 
States Customs Service of the Department of 
the Treasury for the port through which the 
product is commonly imported as the true 
and lawful agent of the manufacturer, pro
ducer, or exporter, upon whom may be served 
all lawful process in any action brought 
under subsection (b) against the manufac
turer, producer, or exporter. 

"(f) LIMITATION.-(!) An action under sub
section (b) shall be commenced not later 
than 4 years after the date on which the. 
cause of action accrued. 

"(2) The running of the 4-year period pro
vided in paragraph (1) shall be suspended 
while there is pending an administrative pro
ceeding under subtitle B of title VII of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1673 et seq.) re
lating to the product that is the subject of 
the action or an appeal of a final determina
tion in such a proceeding, and for 1 year 
thereafter. 

"(g) NONCOMPLIANCE WITH COURT ORDER.
If a defendant in an action brought under 
subsection (b) fails to comply with any dis
covery order or other order or decree of the 
court, the court may-

" (1) enjoin the further importation into, or 
the sale or distribution within, the United 
States by the defendant of articles that are 
the same as, or similar to, the articles that 
are alleged in the action to have been sold or 
imported under the conditions described in 
subsection (a) until such time as the defend
ant complies with the order or decree; or 

"(2) take any other action authorized by 
law or by the Federal Rules of Civil Proce
dure, including entering judg·ment for the 
plaintiff. 

"(h) CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVILEGED STA
TUS.-(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
the confidential or privileged status ac
corded by law to any documents, evidence, 
comments, or information shall be preserved 
in any action brought under subsection (b). 

"(2) In an action brought under subsection 
(b) the court may-

"(A) examine, in camera, any confidential 
or privileged material; 

"(B) accept depositions, documents, affida
vits, or other evidence under seal; and 

"(C) disclose such material under such 
terms and conditions as the court may order. 

"(i) EXPEDITION OF ACTION.-An action 
brought under subsection (b) shall be ad
vanced on the docket and expedited in every 
way possible. 

"(j) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the terms 'United States price', 'foreign 
market value', 'constructed value', 'subsidy', 
and 'material injury', have the respective 
meanings given those terms under title VII 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1671 et 
seq.). 

"(k) SUBSIDY.-If-
"(l) a subsidy is provided to the manufac

turer, producer, or exporter of an article; and 
"(2) the subsidy is not included in the for

eign market value or constructed value of 
the article (but for this paragraph), 
the foreign market value of the article or the 
constructed value of the article shall be in
creased by the amount of the subsidy. 

"(l) INTERVENTION BY THE UNITED STATES.
The court shall permit the United States to 
intervene in any action brought under sub
section (b) as a matter of right. The United 
States shall have all the rights of a party to 
such action. 

"(m) NULLIFICATION OF ORDER.-An order 
by a court under this section is subject to 
nullification by the President under author
ity of section 203 of the International Emer
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 
1702).". 

(C) ACTION FOR SUBSIDIES VIOLATIONS.
Title VID of the Act of September 8, 1916 (39 
Stat. 798; 15 U.S.C. 71 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 

"SEC. 807. (a) PROHIBITION.-No person shall 
import or sell within the United States an 
article manufactured or produced in a for
eign country if-

"(1) the foreign country, any person who is 
a citizen or national of the foreign country, 
or a corporation, association, or other orga
nization organized in the foreign country, is 
providing (directly or indirectly) a subsidy 
with respect to the manufacture, production, 
or exportation of the article; and 

"(2) the importation or sale-
"(A) causes or threatens material injury to 

industry or labor in the United States; or 
"(B) prevents, in whole or in part, the es

tablishment or modernization of any indus
try in the United States. 

"(b) CIVIL ACTION.-An interested party 
whose business or property is injured by rea
son of an importation or sale in violation of 
this section may bring a civil action in the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia or in the Court of International 
Trade against-

"(1) a manufacturer or exporter of the arti
cle; or 

"(2) an importer of the article into the 
United States that is related to the manufac
turer or exporter of the article. 

"(c) RELIEF.-In an action brought under 
subsection (b), upon a finding of liability on 
the part of the defendant, the plaintiff 
shall-

"(l)(A) be granted such equitable relief as 
may be appropriate, which may include an 
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injunction against further importation into, 
or sale or distribution within, the United 
States by the defendant of the article in 
question; or 

"(B) if injunctive relief cannot be timely 
provided or is otherwise inadequate, recover 
damages for the injuries sustained; and 

"(C) recover the costs of the action, includ
ing reasonable attorney's fees. 

"(d) STANDARD OF PROOF.-(1) The standard 
of proof in an action filed under subsection 
(b) is a preponderance of the evidence. 

"(2) Upon-
"(A) a prima facie showing of the elements 

set forth in subsection (a); or 
"(B) affirmative final determinations ad

verse to the defendant that are made by the 
administering authority and the United 
States International Trade Commission 
under section 705 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1671d) relating to imports of the arti
cle in question for the country in which the 
manufacturer of the article is located, 
the burden of proof in an action brought 
under subsection (b) shall be upon the de
fendant. 

"(e) OTHER PARTIES.-(1) Whenever, in an 
action brought under subsection (b), it ap
pears to the court that justice requires that 
other parties be brought before the court, 
the court may cause them to be summoned, 
without regard to where they reside, and the 
subpoenas to that end may be served and en
forced in any judicial district of the United 
States. 

"(2) A foreign manufacturer, producer, or 
exporter which sells products, or for which 
products are sold by another party in the 
United States, shall be treated as having ap
pointed the District Director of the United 
States Customs Service of the Department of 
the Treasury for the port through which the 
product is commonly imported as the true 
and lawful agent of the manufacturer, pro
ducer, or exporter, upon whom may be served 
all lawful process in any action brought 
under subsection (b) against the manufac
turer, producer, or exporter. 

"(f) LIMITATION.-(1) An action under sub
section (b) shall be commenced not later 
than 4 years after the date on which the 
cause of action accrued. 

"(2) The running of the 4-year period pro
vided in paragraph (1) shall be suspended 
while there is pending an administrative pro
ceeding under subtitle A of title VII of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1671 et seq.) re
lating to the product that is the subject of 
the action or an appeal of a final determina
tion in such a proceeding, and for 1 year 
thereafter. 

"(g) NONCOMPLIANCE WITH COURT ORDER.
If a defendant in an action brought under 
subsection (b) fails to comply with any dis
covery order or other order or decree of the 
court, the court may-

"(1) enjoin the further importation into, or 
the sale or distribution within, the United 
States by the defendant of articles that are 
the same as, or similar to, the articles that 
are alleged in the action to have been sold or 
imported under the conditions described in 
subsection (a) until such time as the defend
ant complies with the order or decree; or 

"(2) take any other action authorized by 
law or by the Federal Rules of Civil Proce
dure, including entering judgment for the 
plaintiff. 

"(h) CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVILEGED STA
TUS.-(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
the confidential or privileged status ac
corded by law to any documents, evidence, 
comments, or information shall be preserved 
in any action brought under subsection (b). 

"(2) In an action brought under subsection 
(b) the court may-

"(A) examine, in camera, any confidential 
or privileged material; 

"(B) accept depositions, documents, affida
vits, or other evidence under seal; and 

"(C) disclose such material under such 
terms and conditions as the court may order. 

"(i) EXPEDITION OF ACTION.-An action 
brought under subsection (b) shall be ad
vanced on the docket and expedited in every 
way possible. 

"(j) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the terms 'subsidy' and 'material in
jury' have the respective meanings given 
those terms under title VII of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1671 et seq.). 

"(k) INTERVENTION BY THE UNITED 
STATES.-The court shall permit the United 
States to intervene in any action brought 
under subsection (b) as a matter of right. 
The United States shall have all the rights of 
a party to such action. 

"(l) NULLIFICATION OF ORDER.-An order by 
a court under this section is subject to nul
lification by the President under authority 
of section 203 of the International Emer
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 
1702).". 

(d) ACTION FOR CUSTOMS FRAUD.-
(1) AMENDMENT OF TITLE 28, UNITED STATES 

CODE.-Chapter 95 of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 
"§ 1586. Private enforcement action for cus

toms fraud 
"(a) CIVIL ACTION.-An interested party 

whose business or property is injured by a 
fraudulent, grossly negligent, or negligent 
violation of section 592(a) of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1592(a)) may bring a civil ac
tion in the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia or in the Court of 
International Trade, without respect to the 
amount in controversy. 

"(b) RELIEF.-Upon proof by an interested 
party that the business or property of such 
interested party has been injured by a fraud
ulent, grossly negligent, or negligent viola
tion of section 592(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930, 
the interested party shall-

"(l)(A) be granted such equitable relief as 
may be appropriate, which may include an 
injunction against further importation into 
the United States of the merchandise in 
question; or 

"(B) if injunctive relief cannot be timely 
provided or is otherwise inadequate, recover 
damages for the injuries sustained; and 

"(2) recover the costs of suit, including 
reasonable attorney's fees. 

"(c) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

"(1) The term 'interested party' means
"(A) a manufacturer, producer, or whole

saler in the United States of like or compet
ing merchandise; or 

"(B) a trade or business association a ma
jority of whose members manufacture, 
produce, or wholesale like merchandise or 
competing merchandise in the United States. 

"(2) The term 'like merchandise' means 
merchandise that is like, or in the absence of 
like, most similar in ch.aracteristics and uses 
with, merchandise being imported into the 
United States in violation of section 592(a) of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1592(a)). . 

"(3) The term 'competing merchandise' 
means merchandise that competes with or is 
a substitute for merchandise being imported 
into the United States in violation of section 
592(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1592(a)). 

"(d) INTERVENTION BY THE UNITED 
STATES.-The court shall permit the United 

States to intervene in an action brought 
under this section, as a matter of right. The 
United States shall have all the rights of a 
party. 

"(e) NULLIFICATION OF ORDER.-An order by 
a court under this section is subject to nul
lification by the President under authority 
of section 203 of the International Emer
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 
1702).". 

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-The chapter 
analysis for chapter 95 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item: 
"1586. Private enforcement action for cus

toms fraud.". 
SEC. 2. ACCORDANCE WITH GATT. 

It is the sense of the Congress that this Act 
is consistent with, and in accord with, the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
(GATT). 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the testimony 
of Mr. Robert E. Heaton, who is presi
dent and chief operating officer of 
Washington Steel Corp., which was in
troduced in hearings before the Steel 
Caucus on February 20, 1992, be intro
duced because it is a very important 
statement in support of the voluntary 
restraint program for specialty steel, 
and in the absence of that voluntary 
restraint program it would logically 
follow through to a private right of ac
tion. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT E. HEATON 
Senator Rockefeller, Senator Specter, 

Members of the Senate Steel Caucus. My 
name is Bob Heaton. I am President & Chief 
Operating Officer of Washington Steel Cor
poration in Washington, Pennsylvania. I am 
also the Chairman of the Executive Commit
tee of the Specialty Steel Industry of the 
United States. 

On behalf of the Specialty Steel Industry 
of the United States, and in cooperation with 
the United Steelworkers of America, I am 
pleased to appear before this distinguished 
Senate body to solicit your support for the 
specialty steel industry's and the Union's re
quest for a three-year extension of the vol
untary restraint arrangements (VRAs) with 
respect to specialty steel products. 

For those of you who are unfamiliar with 
our segment of the industry, the Specialty 
Steel Industry of the United States rep
resents virtually all U.S. producers of stain
less and alloy tool steels, heat-resisting 
steels, electrical steels, super alloys, and 
other high technology metals. Our industry 
employs approximately 35,000 people, with 
annual shipments of over $6 billion, although 
on a tonnage basis we represent less than 2 
percent of annual steel production in the 
U.S. I would remind you that the record 
shows that prices of specialty steels during 
the VRA period have been maintained well 
below the growth rate in the CPI and indices 
for other industrial product. Consumers have 
not been hurt. 

Specialty steel represent the high value, 
high technology segment of the steel indus
try. Because of their high alloy content, 
technical properties and special processing 
techniques, our products are used in extreme 
environments demanding exceptional hard
ness, toughness, strength, resistance to heat, 
corrosion or abrasion-or any combination of 
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these characteristics. A healthy specialty 
steel industry is vital to the economic and 
industrial well-being of the United States. 
Indeed our society could not function with
out them. Specialty steels are essential for 
many critical applications in both the cap
ital goods and consumer durable sectors of 
our economy, automotive, power generation, 
chemical processing, health care, marine and 
aerospace, to name a few areas. Moreover, 
the unique chara.cteristics of specialty steels 
make these products essential to the produc
tion of all major weapon systems, as well as 
aircraft and other defense-related equip
ment. Our products were crucial to the suc
cess of Desert Storm, and we responded to 
urgent requests by the Department of De
fense to supply materials on extremely short 
notice-as little as twenty-four hours-often 
halting normal commercial production 
schedules to meet the demands of the war ef
fort. 

The gains achieved by the specialty steel 
industry as a result of the VRAs are threat
ened by their scheduled expiration on March 
31, 1992. So too, are the many thousands of 
jobs we directly provide or support indi
rectly. Worldwide capacity to produce spe
cialty steel products has expanded dramati
cally during the VRA period to a level that 
exceeds the demands of today's global mar
ketplace. Foreign government subsidization 
of specialty steel production continues 
unabated and dumping of specialty steel 
products persists, notwithstanding the dis
ciplines of the current VRA program. Efforts 
to address these problems in the framework 
of a multilateral consensus arrangement 
have not borne fruit. Most compelling, how
ever, ls the fact that most specialty steel im
port restraint levels have been fully utilized 
and in many instances exceeded. Elimination 
of the VRAs will result in an immediate im
port assault that could have sever con
sequences for U.S. producers, their workers, 
and the American economy. 

The VRAs have served the specialty steel 
industry well, and have helped control the 
import surges that devastated the industry 
during the early 1980s. The VRAs have also 
provided the opportunity for the industry to 
maintain its worldwide technological advan
tage through investment in research and de
velopment; construction of modern facilities; 
and improved productivity. Economic condi
tions, unique to specialty steel, are such 
that termination of the VRA program at this 
time will undermine those gains and have 
dire consequences for U.S. specialty steel 
producers, their employees and families, a 
number of communities, as well as the cus
tomers served by the industry. Let me brief
ly address these conditions. They provide 
compelling testimony as to why the spe
cialty steel industry must seek an extension 
to the VRA program at this time, and why 
we are seeking your support for this effort. 

First, overcapacity problems in the indus
try have worsened. The long-standing prob
lem of structural overcapacity in the world's 
specialty steel market has not been ad
dressed: indeed, by all accounts the excess 
capacity problems have worsened during the 
VRA period. Total worldwide capacity addi
tions by foreign specialty steel producers, in
cluding all of the major VRA signatories, are 
expected to exceed 3.0 million tons by March 
31, 199~an amount far exceeding the U.S. 
annual consumption of specialty steel. Much 
of the new foreign capacity has been tar
geted to come on stream as the VRA termi
nate-for obvious reasons. 

Second, dumping and foreign subsidization 
continue to be a major factor in the U.S. 

market. And, let us be reminded that 'sub
sidies are fungible' so damage is pervasive. 
The VRAs have not prevented subsidized and 
dumped imports from entering the U.S. mar
ket; they have only helped control the vol
ume of such unfair imports. The fundamen
tal conditions of subsidization and dumping 
were to be addressed in the framework of the 
multilateral steel arrangement (MSA), a 
structure which, as announced by the Ad
ministration, was to be in place by the time 
the VRAs were being phased out. 

"Let me quote the President's July 25, 1989 
order: 

"I am also directing Ambassador Hills to 
seek to negotiate, through the Uruguay 
Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations 
and complementary bilateral agreements, an 
international consensus to provide effective 
disciplines over government aid and inter
vention in the steel sector and to lower bar
riers to global trade in steel. The inter
national consensus will contain three ele
ments: 

"Strong disciplines over trade-distorting 
government subsidies; 

"Lowering of trade barriers so as to ensure 
market access; and 

"Enforcement measures to deal with viola
tions of consensus obligations." 

Unfortunately, the MSA negotiations have 
been characterized primarily by the efforts 
of other producing nations to exempt them
selves from the reach of U.S. trade laws; to 
undermine the effectiveness of those laws; to 
"grandfather" past subsidy programs; and to 
broaden the scope of permissible subsidy pro
grams. Furthermore, foreign producing na
tions have utilized the MSA effort to estab
lish an alternative dumping regime for steel 
that would virtually eliminate any possibil
ity for U.S. steel producers to obtain relief 
for injurious dumping. Significantly, these 
efforts are being mirrored in the GATT 
where many of our principal trading partners 
are insisting on a substantial weakening of 
U.S. trade laws as a precondition of any mul
tilateral trade agreement. These efforts, if 
successful, will remove the industry's most 
effective weapon in its battle against unfair 
imports. 

Third, the U.S. specialty steel market has 
weakened. As a result of a combination of 
factors-the economic downturn, structural 
overcapacity and continued dumping/subsidy 
practices-the U.S. specialty steel industry 
is experiencing uncertainties in its markets. 
Imports are up, prices are soft, and profit
ability has sharply deteriorated. These con
ditions, though typical of a cyclical industry 
in the recessionary ·phase of the business 
cycle, deeply concern U.S. specialty steel 
producers because they come at a time when · 
the benefits of the VRA structure are about 
to be removed. It is precisely these depressed 
conditions that led to the dislocations of the 
early 1980s, the filing of unfair trade cases by 
the steel industry, and the government-initi- · 
ated VRA program. 

Perhaps most significantly, the VRA 
quotas for specialty steel products have been 
fully utilized. An analysis of recent import 
statistics reveals that VRA quota levels for 
most specialty steel products have been 
filled. Indeed, in many instances, those lim
its have been exceeded. For example, in 1991, 
the VRA ceilings on specialty steel will ex
perience utilization rates ranging from 96 to 
113 percent, which has been typical for most 
years during the duration of the program. 
For certain products and signatories, utiliza
tion rates have been even higher, which has 
led the Department of Commerce to require 
special release authorization on the entry of 

certain specialty steel imports from Austria 
and Brazil, as well as from the European 
Community, where authorization is required 
on four of the seven specialty steel cat
egories. 

These trends support the long-standing po
sition of the industry that even where im
port restraints are in place, foreign produc
ers will focus their export activities on high:.. 
er value products, which are largely com
prised of specialty steel products. The trends 
also confirm the industry's belief that im
ports, which have been increased steadily 
during the recent VRA period, will surge to 
unprecedented levels if the VRAs are allowed 
to expire. 

The proposed phasing out of the VRA pro
gram was premised on a number of condi
tions, which, notwithstanding the sincere in
tentions of the Administration, have not 
come to pass. Global capacity still exceeds 
global demand for specialty steel by substan
tially larger margins than before the VRAs 
were initiated. Subsidization continues 
worldwide, and, despite the strong efforts by 
the Administration, there is no MSA in place 
to impose discipline on foreign governments 
that have been willing to support their spe
cialty steel sectors through periods of sub
stantial losses. Finally, dumping remains 
the market development tactic of choice 
among foreign producers who seek to inject 
themselves in the U.S. marketplace at any 
cost. 

Overlying these fundamental structural 
problems is a recession which has shrunk 
worldwide demand for specialty steel prod
ucts, thereby increasing the incentive for 
foreign producers to ship even more high val
ued specialty steels to the U.S. market. 
Sound policy in today's international steel 
market dictates a continuation of the VRAs 
for specialty steel. The VRAs have enabled 
the specialty steel industry to maintain its 
technological superiority and thereby meet 
the changing demands of the U.S. industrial 
and defense base and the demands of the 
global marketplace and assure jobs, both di
rectly and indirectly, for American workers. 
Until fundamental international trading 
conditions change, or are placed under ade
quate control, the VRAs must be extended. 
We must ensure that the essential American 
specialty steel industry remains strong to 
serve the critical needs of an imperfect mar
ketplace. 

The specialty steel industry and its work
ers must not be held hostages to external 
international factors over which it cannot 
exert control. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I fur
ther ask unanimous consent that the 
testimony of Richard P. Simmons, 
chairman of the board of Allegheny 
Ludlum Corp., which was presented 
during field hearings by the Judiciary 
Committee which I presided over in 
Pittsburgh on January 13, 1992 be in
cluded in the RECORD because this 
statement has a comprehensive review 
of the surge in imports of subsidized 
dump goods where the voluntary re
straint programs are not present. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TESTIMONY OF RICHARD P. SIMMONS 

Senator Specter, I am pleased to be here 
today to discuss the U.S. specialty steel in
dustry's longstanding struggle against unfair 
trade practices, and the crucial role U.S. 
trade legislation has played in that struggle. 
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For more than two decades, the U.S. special
ity steel industry has waged a continuous 
legal and political battle against injurious 
and unfairly traded imports. A multifaceted 
patchwork of trade remedies has resulted 
from these efforts, including VRAs, quotas, 
increased tariffs, antidumping and counter
vailing duties. These remedies have helped 
the industry maintain its technological su
periority in the intensely competitive inter
national market for specialty steel by pro
viding a viable financial environment for re
search and development in new products and 
new product applications, investment in new 
facilities, and the development of more effi
cient production methods. 

I want to emphasize, however, that no 
combination of legal remedies can eliminate 
the fundamental conditions of overcapacity 
and subsidization that have been the cause of 
the industry's import problems. Until these 
conditions are removed, the U.S. speciality 
steel industry, like other high-technology 
segments of the U.S. economy, will be vul
nerable to the unfair import practices of for
eign producers. The industry must, there
fore, continue to rely on the effectiveness of 
our trade laws to mitigate the adverse im
pact of these practices, and the conditions 
that give rise to them. 

I. HISTORY OF THE INDUSTRY'S STRUGGLE 
AGAINST UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES 

It is instructive, at the outset, to focus on 
the long history of the speciality steel indus
try's two decade long battle against unfair 
trade practices. The speciality steel indus
try's experience combatting these practices 
provides a compelling case history of how an 
industry can adapt the trade laws to its indi
vidual commercial circumstances. The his
tory also provides a unique perspective on 
the strengths, as well as the limitations, of 
those laws. 

A. 1969-1974: Voluntary Quota Programs 
As a people of Western Pennsylvania are 

no doubt aware, steel imports into the Unit
ed States increased more than tenfold over 
the period 1958-1968, with the great bulk of 
imports coming from Japan and the Euro
pean Community. The surge was attributable 
to the same conditions we in specialty steel 
face today-excess foreign capacity, foreign 
government subsidies, ahd lower labor costs. 

The Johnson Administration's solution to 
the domestic steel industry's problems was 
to seek voluntary quota programs with for
eign producer associations. Both Japanese 
and European steel producers agreed to limit 
steel shipments to the United States to spec
ified maximum tonnages for each of the 
years 1969-1971. These "voluntary quotas" 
were subsequently extended from 1972-1974 in 
response to pressure from the domestic in
dustry and Congress. 

The first voluntary quotas did not distin
guish between ordinary carbon steel and spe
cialty steel. This encouraged foreign produc
ers to change their products mix from most
ly carbon steel to an increasing proportion of 
specialty steel. ·At that time, carbon steels, 
were selling in the SlW-200 range. In com
parison, stainless was selling for over $1,000 
per ton and certain tool steels were selling 
for more than $7,000 per ton. By increasing 
their exports of specialty and alloy steel 
products, Japanese and European producers 
increased their dollar value of export sales 
during the restraint period, even though 
they reduced or maintained their overall ex
port volumes. 

The sharp and sudden increases in spe
cialty steel imports under the 1969-1974 vol
untary quotas provide a compelling lesson 

that is relevant even to this day. Foreign 
producers have the willingness and capabil
ity to shift production to specialty steels, if 
such products are excluded from a VRA pro
gram or any other comprehensive program of 
import relief. Accordingly, any comprehen
sive initiative undertaken on behalf of the 
steel industry generally must take into ac
count this shifting phenomenon and not ex
clude high value specialty steel products. 

B. 1975-1984: Import Quotas, Tariffs, and 
Antidumping and Countervailing Duties 

In 1975, the year after the first· steel vol
untary quota program expired, imports of 
specialty steel increased 20 percent while 
American consumption decreased by 40 per
cent. The specialty steel industry laid off 25 
percent of its work force and was utilizing 
only one-half of its productive capacity. 
Given these conditions, the U.S. specialty 
steel producers and the United Steel Workers 
of America filed a Section 201 petition seek
ing relief from the flood of steel· imports 
which threatened the future of the American 
specialty steel industry and the security of 
American jobs. This was one of the first. such 
cases ever filed. 

The ITC determined the specialty steel im
ports were a "substantial cause of serious in
jury" to the domestic industry. In response 
to this finding, President Ford set three-year 
quotas for imports of certain specialty steel 
from Sweden, Canada, France, Great Britain, 
Austria, and West Germany. The United 
States simultaneously negotiated an orderly 
marketing agreement with Japan. The im
port quotas were scheduled to expire in July 
1979, but President Carter extended the 
quotas through February 13, 1980. 

In the first five months of 1980, following 
removal of the quotas, specialty steel im
ports increased 29 percent. The pattern con
tinued-no restraints, surges of imports. The 
industry again turned to the trade laws, 
unleashing an aggressive attack on unfair 
imports of specialty steel. During the period 
1982-1984, the Specialty Steel Industry of the 
United States and the United Steel Workers 
of America filed and won numerous anti
dumping and countervailing duty petitions 
against specialty steel producers from 
around the world. 

In addition to filing antidumping and 
countervailing duty petitions, the industry 
filed a Section 301 petition with the United 
States Trade Representative in January 1982. 
The 301 petition alleged that several EC 
countries, including Austria, France, Italy, 
Sweden, the U.K., and Belgium, were subsi- · 
dizing specialty steel products in violation of 
the GATT. In November 1982, President 
Reagan, after confirming the industry's alle
gations of subsidization, directed the ITC to 
initiate a Section 201 investigation-like the 
one we filed in 1975-with respect to stainless 
plate, rod, bar, sheet and strip, and alloy 
tool steel. The ITC completed the requested 
investigation in May 1983, finding once again 
that the specialty steel industry has suffered 
serious injury, and that the most important 
factor in causing that injury was the dra
matic growth in imports during the 1980--1983 
period. President Reagan, accordingly, insti
tuted in July 1983 an import relief program 
for specialty steel, which included a four
year series of gradually lowering tariffs on 
stainless steel flat-rolled products and four
year import quotas on stainless steel bar and 
wire rod, and alloy tool steel. 

C. 1984-1989: Voluntary Restraint Agreements 
Of course, there were other developments. 

In 1983, Bethlehem Steel and the U.S. Steel
workers filed a Section 201 case on carbon 

steel products. While the case resulted in an 
affirmative injury determination, President 
Reagan chose not to provide-as he had in 
the case of specialty steel-specific import 
relief. Instead, on September 18, 1984, Presi
dent Reagan established a national policy for 
the steel industry that included the negotia
tion of voluntary restraint agreements with 
19 countries and the European Community. 
The VRA program was initially designed to 
limit imports of carbon steel into the United 
States. It eventually incorporated a number 
of specialty steel products, which were pre
viously covered by the 1983 section 201 im
port relief program. 

D. 1989-1992: Renewal of the Voluntary 
Restraint Agreements 

As it has in past restraint periods, the spe
cialty steel industry benefited greatly from 
the VRAs. During the first five-years of the 
VRA program, the industry made tremen
dous increases in productivity, shipments, 
employment levels, exports, net sales, net 
operating profitability, and capacity utiliza
tion. These improvements were accompanied 
by increases in investment, including re
search and development. 

The industry, however, recognized that the 
VRA's had not cured the endemic overcapac
ity and persistent unfair trade practices that 
led to the imposition of the import re
straints in the mid-1980s. If the VRAs were 
dismantled prematurely, the same problems 
that had distorted the market in the early 
80s would recur. To prevent this recurrence, 
domestic producers argued that the VRAs 
should be extended for five years. 

On July 25, 1989, President Bush announced 
the "Steel Trade Liberalization Program," 
under which the VRAs were extended for 21/2 
years-a concession to -steel consumer 
groups. All specialty steel products were in
cluded within the framework of the extended 
VRA program, despite efforts on the part of 
many consumer groups to exclude them alto
gether. Thankfully, the specialty steel indus
try's proven vulnerability to shifting con
vinced the President that the effectiveness of 
the VRA extension would be undermined if 
any specialty steel products were excluded. 

II. PRESENT AND FUTURE INITIATIVES TO 
ADDRESS UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES IN STEEL 

I am pleased to say that we have survived 
this challenge. We are a modern techno
logically advanced industry capable of com
peting worldwide. The aggressive application 
of our trade laws has been an important fac
tor in our survival. Still, history is not with
out its lessons, and I would like to point out 
a number of troubling aspects of this his
tory. First, the specialty steel industry has 
always had to act defensively in defending 
its markets. Most foreign specialty steel 
markets have been closed to U.S. exports, ei
ther as a result of overt tariff barriers or 
through more subtle non-tariff measures 
similar to those the President addressed in 
his recent trip to Japan. The industry, there
fore, has been unable to take the battle to 
foreign shores. Another troubling aspect of 
this history is the fact that the import relief 
measures granted pursuant to U.S. trade 
laws were always prospective in nature-that 
is to say, they were available only after sub
stantial damage had been caused. There were 
no compensatory remedies available for the 
harm caused over two decades by unfair im
port competition. For this reason, the spe
cialty steel industry sought passage of legis
lation, sponsored by Senator Specter in the 
99th and lOOth Congresses, which have pro
vided a private right of actions for compa
nies injured as a result of dumping and sub-
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sidization. The legislation made sense in 1988 
when the industry urged its passage, and it 
continues to make sense today. 

Private right of action legislation would 
give private parties access to the courts to 
seek redress from injurious unfair trade 
practices. The specialty steel industry is ap
preciative of Senator Specter's introduction 
of legislation not once but several times to 
provide a private right of action to U.S. in
dustries facing these unfair trade problems. 
We support this initiative and, in particular, 
the pending bill (S. 986) that would provide a 
private right of action against customs 
fraud. 

Perhaps most troubling in our present 
struggle against unfair trade practices is the 
fact that some interest groups believe our 
trade laws are too effective and have at
tacked those laws in a number of settings. 
The most recent example of this concerted 
effort on the part of our trading partners to 
undermine these important trade laws is the 
ongoing negotiations on the international 
Antidumping and Subsidies Codes that are 
taking place in the Uruguay Round of GA TT 
negotiations. Unfortunately, despite valiant 
efforts by U.S. negotiators to achieve strict
er controls on unfair trade practices in these 
negotiations, the "final draft" texts issued 
by GATT Director General Arthur Dunkel in 
the areas of dumping and subsidies would 
achieve just the opposite. Rather than 
strengthening U.S. trade laws as Congress 
had urged in 1988 by setting out issues to be 
achieved, the proposed text significantly 
weakens U.S. antidumping and subsidy laws. 

The Dunkel text undermines current U.S. 
trade laws in virtually all areas. The pro
posed dumping and subsidies texts would 
make it more difficult to file cases initially 
by raising the "standing" requirements and 
eliminating unions as petitioners. New sub
stantive changes in the dumping and subsidy 
texts would make it more difficult to impose 
duties offsetting the unfair trade practices, 
allowing greater dumping of goods sold at 
below the cost of production, "green-light
ing" certain subsidies that are prohibited by 
current law, and increasing the levels of 
dumping and subsidies needed to obtain an 
order. The injury standard would also be 
more difficult to meet under the current 
draft which does not authorize cumulation of 
unfairly traded imports from a variety of 
countries in dumping cases. Finally, if a do
mestic industry could obtain an order, the 
"sunset" provision would eliminate that 
order after five years in most cases. 

Perhaps even more important than any of 
these substantive issues is the change in the 
dispute settlement process conducted by the 
GATT. All U.S. dumping and subsidy orders 
will be subject to review by a GATT Dispute 
Settlement Panel, whose conclusions the 
United States will be required to accept. 
Given that there is no limitation on the 
standard of review to be applied by these 
panels, and given the predilection of past 
panels to interpret these laws against the 
country applying them, this process will ef
fectively remove from Congress the ability 
to make law in this area. Instead, we will be 
forced to accept and abide by decisions of 
panels comprised of representatives of our 
various trading partners whose views are di
rectly at odds with our views on these mat
ters. I cannot stress strongly enough the 
concern that we have, and that the Congress 
should have, over this proposed relinquish
ment of U.S. control over our unfair trade 
laws. 

Today is an important day because nego
tiators from around the world are reconven-

Ing in Geneva today to begin what may be 
the final negotiations in these trade talks. It 
is vital that the members of Con.grass convey 
to our negotiators that the United States 
simply cannot accept an agreement that will 
seriously weaken our unfair trade laws and 
that will vest in an international panel 
power to overrule the United States' inter
pretation and application of these laws. 

I would like to conclude with some 
thoughts about the future. As you know, the 
VRAs are scheduled to expire in approxi
mately 21h months. The multilateral steel 
consensus structure, the foundation upon 
which the post-VRA period was to be built, 
has not come about-President Bush's assur
ances notwithstanding. 

Given the softness of world demand for spe
cialty steel at the moment, I am concerned 
that when the VRAs end, foreign producers 
will take advantage of the situation and we 
will experience a new flood of specialty steel 
imports. It is no coincidence that the VRA 
levels for specialty steel products have al
ready been reached, and in many instances, 
exceeded. It is not blind speculation to sug
gest that the scenario of weak demand, ex
cess global capacity and unfair foreign pric
ing will recur. 

The specialty steel industry will therefore 
have no choice but to defend its markets 
through reliance on our trade laws. The Con
gress, in turn, must ensure that those laws 
are not weakened in the GATT or anywhere 
else. We must not abdicate the United 
States' ability to develop effective laws 
against unfairly traded imports to an inter
national panel. Further, the serious dimin
ishment in the effectiveness of the subsidy 
and dumping laws currently proposed in the 
GATT text will lead to an increase in un
fairly traded imports and a consequent de
crease in U.S. manufacturing capability and 
employment. 

I would also recommend that every effort 
be made to strengthen those laws so that 
U.S. manufacturers are not forced to seek 
protection· only after markets have been 
lost. Private right of action, both as a dis
incentive to unfair trade, and as a remedy 
for past harm, is an idea whose time has 
come. 

Finally, I would ask the Congress, as well 
as the Administration, to consider how best 
to deal with the fundamental problems of 
subsidization and overcapacity. The VRAs 
are a good interim solution, and their con
tinuation should be considered if we have not 
made progress in eliminating these prob
lems. We must, however, be creative and 
seek permanent solutions to these problems. 

I remain excited about the commercial op
portunities available to our industry, and 
the contributions that our industry can 
make to our industrial economy. Those op
portunities, however, will only be available 
if we can solve the fundamental problems 
that have plagued our industry for more 
than two decades. Alternatively, we must 
have a legal regime in place that will enable 
high technology industries like specialty 
steel to insulate themselves from the en
demic practices, like dumping, that are the 
by-product of these problems. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I fur
ther ask unanimous consent that there 
be included in the RECORD a memoran
dum dated March 26, from Mr. Skip 
Hartquist, attorney with Collier, Shan
non & Scott, to Morrie Ruffin, my staff 
assistant, which encloses a memoran
dum from the Georgetown Economic 
Services to Mr. Skip Hartquist of Col-

lier, Shannon & Scott, a law firm 
which has been retained by Specialty 
Steel, together with the report by the 
Georgetown Economic Services which 
contains an expansive list of subsidies 
and other government aid intervention 
in the specialty steel industry. This 
material sets forth their representa
tions on a factual basis what other gov
ernments are doing by way of subsidy 
and by way of dumping. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COLLIER, SHANNON & SCOTT, 
ATTORNEYS-AT-LAW, 

Washington, DC, March 26, 1992. 
To: Morrie Ruffin. 
From: Skip Hartquist. 
Re Foreign government subsidies to spe

cialty steel producers. 
Per your request, enclosed is a comprehen

sive report prepared by Georgetown Eco
nomic Services, our economic consulting 
firm subsidiary, identifying subsidies pro
vided to specialty steel producers by foreign 
governments. I hope this will be helpful to 
you in pursuing the VRA legislation and for 
other purposes. 

GEORGETOWN ECONOMIC SERVICES, 
Washington, DC, March 26, 1992. 

To: Skip Hartquist. 
From: Patrick J. Magrath, Director. 
Re Background factors for analysis of sub

sidy list. 
Attached please find a listing of subsidies, 

state aids, and government aided invest
ments and acquisitions benefitting specialty 
steel producers in some 20 foreign countries. 
For the most part, the programs and activi
ties listed are only those interventions from 
1988 to March 1992, and do not include bene
fits to foreign specialty steel makers still 
flowing from government aided investments 
of the mid and early 1980's. 

Several factors are necessary to keep in 
mind while perusing the attached list: 
COMMON OWNERSHIP OF CARBON AND SPECIALTY 

STEEL PRODUCTION FACILITIES 

With only one or two exceptions, U.S.-spe
cialty steel producers are distinct and inde
pendent from the larger tonnage companies 
producing carbon steel. The United States, 
however, is almost unique in this arrange
ment. By far the more common situation 
abroad is one in which the bulk of specialty 
steel production is carried out by a division 
or subsidiary of the country's dominant car
bon steel producer. For example, the U.K.'s 
largest stainless steel producer, BSC Stain
less, is a division of the country's dominant 
integrated carbon steel producer, British 
Steel. So too, France's largest stainless pro
ducer, Ugine SA, is 95 percent owned by the 
integrated carbon steel giant Usinor Sacilor. 
Similar ownership ties between specialty 
and larger carbon steel concerns are also the 
rule in Italy, Japan, Germany and almost all 
other foreign specialty steel producing coun
tries. 

These ownership ties are important to the 
subsidy story because it is the giant inte
grated carbon steel firms that are state
owned and receive direct subsidies from their 
governments. British Steel, before it was 
privatized in 1986, was the recipient of mas
sive subsidies-part of which was used to 
benefit BSC Stainless. 

THE INHERENT FUNGIBILITY OF SUBSIDIES 

Subsidies and other state aids can be di
rectly linked to specialty steel production, 
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even though the original recipient was the 
carbon steel pa.rent, because of the inherent 
fungibility of subsidies. In most instances, 
subsidies are granted to the carbon steel par
ent to cover operating losses, or to forgive 
debt, with no stipulations as to where or in 
what manner the state-generated funds are 
to be applied. Obviously, the specialty steel 
making division or subsidiary benefits from 
the aid provided the parent, even if the spe
cialty steel affiliate is profitable. Even if 
state aid comes with "strings attached"-for 
instance, as is the case with aid earmarked 
for a specific region or environmental ex
penditure-the monies provided for these 
projects frees up general corporate funds to 
finance capital improvements, moderniza
tion, and wages increases for all affiliated 
companies of the steel group, including spe
cialty steel. 

It is because a conferred subsidy is fungible 
that we have included in our list a variety of 
programs, which may or may not technically 
constitute a red-light subsidy under GATT, 
or the proposed MSA. All programs listed 
confer a real monetary benefit, which are 
used to aid the specialty steel maker di
rectly, or to free up funds generated by the 
specialty steel affiliate which would other
wise be earmarked for other purposes. 

PAST SUBSIDIES AND GOVERNMENT SUPPORT 
CONFER CURRENT AND FUTURE BENEFITS 

Included in this list, in appropriate cases, 
is a partial record of investments and acqui
sitions of state-owned or subsidized foreign 
specialty steel producers. A particularly per
nicious effect of subsidies/state ownership is 
the luxury of being able to make ongoing in
vestments or acquisitions regardless of the 
firm's financial track record, poor credit rat
ing, or, in some cases, technical insolvency. 
With knowledge that subsidies and the state 
stand behind the firm, foreign specialty steel 
producers and their carbon steel parents are 
able to expand capacity, invest in plant and 
equipment, and make key acquisitions re
gardless of suffering financial losses year 
after year. U.S. specialty steel makers, on 
the other hand, are subject to the profit dis
cipline and must prove their credit worthi
ness without recourse to government bail
outs. The simple fact is that many of the 
U.S. industry's chief foreign competitors, in
cluding the U.K.'s BSC Stainless and ILVA 
of Italy, would not be in existence if it were 
not for the massive subsidies provided on a 
continued basis by their governments in the 
1970's and 1980's. The universal knowledge 
held by international lenders-that, in the 
end, the host governments are committed to 
maintaining the viability of certain privi
leged steel companies-is perhaps the most 
valuable state "aid" of all. 

LIST OF SUBSIDIES AND OTHER GOVERNMENT 
AIDS/INTERVENTION IN THE SPECIALTY STEEL 
INDUSTRY 

JAPAN 

MIT! provided $5 million to a consortium 
of mills in 1988 to pursue an experimental 
smelting-reduction furnace built at 
Kawasaki's Chiba works. MITI is expected to 
pick up the tab on roughly 70 percent of 
total expenditures on the project, which 
would amount to $60-100 million over four 
years. The experimental furnace would re
place conventional blast furnaces for carbon 
steelmaking; however, most members of the 
consortium also produce stainless (Nippon 
Steel, NKK Corp., Kawaski Steel, Sumitomo 
Metal Industries, Nisshin Steel and 
Nakayama Steel). MITI's contribution in 
this endeavor is more than 3 times the cor-

responding investment by the mills com
bined. 

KOREA 

1992: The Trade & Industry Ministry (MTI) 
plans to provide $6.6 million in financial sup
port of R&D expenditures to the iron & steel 
industry in 1992. In addition, the ministry 
will also provide "tax favors" for R&D 
projects to help improve the international 
competitiveness of Korean steel. 

1991: Market research reports done for the 
U.S. specialty steel industry indicate that 
the government continues to provide favor
able export financing to Sammi Steel (Ko
rea's major specialty steel producer) for its 
shipments to the U.S. (Source can be pro
vided in confidence.) 

1990: MTI encouraged a consortium of mills 
to form the Korea New Steel Technical Re
search Cooperative, which is undertaking a 
five-year, $38 million joint R&D program. 
About $1 million was explicitly earmarked 
for developing new special steel making 
technology. It is uncertain how much the 
government is injecting into the coopera
tive. 

In the midst of Posco's (Korea's major car
bon steel producer, which also produces spe
cialty steel) financial difficulties, it was re
vealed that the government is still very 
much involved in the timing and structure of 
the company's financing activities. 

1989: The government was still restricting 
imports through licensing procedures, citing 
Korea's balance of payments position as jus
tification. Since that time, Korea has con
tinued to amass large foreign currency re
serves and has become a net creditor nation. 

The government has had a history of ma
nipulating exchange rates as a policy tool for 
export promotion. The manipulation was 
achieved through currency market interven
tion, capital controls and other administra
tive mechanisms. 

The American Iron and Steel Institute 
(AISI) has identified other state aids includ
ing preferential access to credit at pref
erential rates, equity infusions, infrastruc
ture subsidies, preferential prices and terms 
on imported raw materials and capital goods, 
relatively high tariffs, export subsidies, spe
cial depreciation rates and other tax breaks. 

BRAZIL 

1991: The head of BNDES noted that prior 
to the privatization of Acos Finos Piratini, 
(a stainless steel producer) the government 
reduced the company's debt from $92 million 
to $21 million. In the case of the larger 
privatized carbon steel mills, debt reduction 
was accomplished through "debt matching 
operations." These operations would be 
deemed subsidies if applied to companies 
which were incurring operating losses, which 
might be the case with Piratini. In August 
1991, U.S. and Brazilian officials met to dis
cuss apparent transfers of steel company 
debts to the government, as well as steel 
price controls and government equity infu
sions prior to privatization. The Brazilian of
ficials asserted that such transactions oc
curred but were within the limits established 
when the VRAs were renewed in 1989 (i.e., the 
government was allowed to assume all but $6 
billion in debt, which would remain the re
sponsibility of the operating companies). 

With the start of the privatization pro
gram, stainless flat-rolled producer Acesita 
is the only state-owned mill in which the 
government is still investing money. Acesita 
is controlled by the state bank Banco do 
Brasil. 

1990: Unlike the flat-rolled producers, Bra
zilian long product producers negotiated 

controlled prices which were higher than 
prevailing international prices. As a result, 

· exports declined, as is indicated in U.S. im
port statistics. Obviously, domestic prices 
could not have been maintained at this level 
without restrictions in imports. 

The World Bank is providing a $400 million 
line of credit to BNDES, of which $300 mil
lion is targeted for modernization and tech
nological improvements at companies fol
lowing their privatization. 

A private Brazilian consultant estimated 
that environmental clean-up costs for the 
Brazilian steel industry was $86 billion, as of 
November 1990, due to lax enforcement in the 
past. Given the tenuous financial condition 
of the country's steelmakers, these expendi
tures seem to be prime target for direct or 
indirect subsidization. 

ARGENTINA 

The Argentinean National Bank is renego
tiating $800 million in debt from Somisa, 
prior to its privatization. 

Ongoing: Although the government does 
not control prices directly, it was reported 
that it attempts to keep prices low, by offer
ing companies incentives to do so. 

INDIA 

1992: Quote from a Metal Bulletin article: 
"Taken as a whole the public sector iron and 
steel industry in India is a heavily loss mak
ing enterprise." (Metal Bulletin Monthly, 
(MBM) January 1992). 

1991: Government sanctioned the addition 
of a Steckel mill at Salem (a stainless steel 
producer) at a cost of 6 billion rupees. A sec
ond Z-mill costing 700 million rupees com
missioned, doubling Salem's cold-rolled ca
pacity. 

The Steel Development Fund, was re
tained, and is funded via a levy on consum
ers. This fund accumulates resources for ex
pansion and modernization and is charged 
with allocating funds to individual compa
nies. 

1990: Mukand was reportedly interested in 
establishing a ferro-nickel plant in Orissa. 
Costs are estimated a 1.5 billion rupees and 
scheduled for completion in 1993. Financing 
possibilities include joint ventures, foreign 
loans and money from the Orissa state gov
ernment. 

Steel Authority of India (SAIL) loses 700 
rupees/tonne on pig iron it sells domesti
cally. Since among its customers are the spe
cialty steel industry, this would seem to con
stitute an upstream subsidy. 

Bohler and Powmex are planning to build a 
powder metal plant with a capacity of 3,750 
tpy of high speed steel. Cost estimated at 700 
million rupees. Promoters providing 900 mil
lion rupees and Orissa (State) Industrial Pro
motion & Investment Corp. also to provide 
funds. 

Ongoing: Salem and Durgapur, two of In
dia's largest stainless producers, are owned 
by the government through SAIL. Durgapur 
is reportedly the least efficient and poorest 
performing state-owned plant. (Jan. 1992 
MBM). 

The government exercised wide control 
over the steel industry through import li
censing and price controls. Low controlled 
prices, as in Brazil, produced staggering 
losses by the Indian industry. Free market 
prices were often double or triple those set 
by the Joint Plant Committee. Largely as a 
result of government intervention, the In
dian steel industry moved from being the 
cheapest world producer to one of the costli
est in the 1980s. 

Over the last five years, administered 
prices have increased rapidly to levels far 



April 1, 1992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 7821 
higher than international prices, enabling 
SAIL to turn profitable (most recent re
ported increase = 5% in 9/90). Without the 
performance of SAIL's Bokaro plant, how
ever, it would not be profitable overall. The 
higher level of administered prices was re
ported to more than offset the end of govern
ment funding for investment. 

SOUTH AFRICA 

1990: South African steel exporters claim 
that the government cut export subsidies 
substantially in mid-1989 and they are cur
rently negligible. 

1991: In an apparent move to provide pro
tection to Iscor (the largest carbon steel pro
ducer), import duties on certain "import sen
sitive" products were increased by 100%. The 
government monitors the price of imports 
and monitors tariffs according to whether 
they are above or below determined ref
erence prices, which are based on prices pre
vailing in 1983 and which have not been ad
justed for inflation or currency fluctuations. 
Critics say this reference price system is not 
recognized by GATT. The duty paid prices of 
imports are far higher than Iscor list prices, 
which it undersells by substantial margins in 
its export markets. The system effectively 
limits import competition to the point 
where it is expected to engender differential 
pricing by which large domestic producers 
undercut the reference prices in order to 
pressure their smaller domestic competitors. 
The reference price system may also be in ef
fect for specialty producers. 

EC Countries 
U.K. 

Ongoing: Since its privatization, British 
Steel (BS) has been aggressively pursuing ac
quisitions: Purchased U.S. stainless stockist 
TS Alloys; purchased U.K. stainless stockist 
Simpson Stainless; purchased Walker & 
Sons, U .K. 's largest independent stockist, for 
330 million pounds; and made unsuccessful 
bid to take over German mill Klockner. 

As a result of its domestic stockholding ac
quisitions, British Steel controls more than 
35% of the domestic market, compared to 
15% prior to the acquisition. 

1988: British Steel privatized, with govern
ment retaining "golden share" in order to 
prevent takeovers. Past subsidies noted by 
German mills, as well as BS' substantial 
cash holdings. Prior to privatization, BS 
added a new billet caster at Panteg works for 
stainless bar and rod production and ladle 
furnace installations at Teeside and 
Scunthrope. The latter (a carbon facility) 
also received a new continuous caster. In ad
dition, BS spent 30 million pounds to mod
ernize and upgrade its stainless finishing fa
cilities in Sheffield. 

ITALY 

1992: British officials asked EC commission 
to investigate direct and indirect subsidies 
to Ilva, the state-owned carbon and special
ity steel producer. 

Government planning 650 billion lire cap
ital injection to Ilva as final payment of its 
aid package. Ilva lost 400 billion lire in 1991. 
Includes 350 billion lire integration of finan
cial firm Soffin into Ilva, along with a 300 
billion direct injection. Ilva initially re
quested 1.2 trillion lire final payment and 
plans to raise 1 trillion through private sec
tor and from sales of assets. The total sub
sidy package since Finsider's (former state
owned steel holding company) dissolution 
amounted to 5.2 trillion lire (% paid), not
withstanding the status of the final pay
ment. Germany initially vetoed the final 
payment on the grounds that it would be 
used to finance acquisitions rather than in
crease capital. 

Speciality producer Falck restructuring 
and cutting costs, which will help fund new 
continuous caster at its Balzano special steel 
facllity. Falck is private but has a 22 percent 
stake in Ilva's Cogne subsidiary, which pro
duces stainless long products. 

1991: Ilva buys 30% stake in Zanoletti 
Metalli, an Italian distributor of stainless 
and other products-60,000 tpy. 

Ilva interested in privatization of Argenti
na's Altos Hornos Zapla mill. 

1990: Ilva has earmarked $600 million 
through 1993 for acquisitions, joint ventures 
and other partnerships. Looking to expand 
activities in the high-value added sector of~ 
speciality steel. Government support to date 
reported to be $4 billion. 

Finsider injected 143 billion lire into . 
Dalmine (stainless tubing producer) in 1990 
and 117 billion in 1988. The latter was deter
mined to constitute illegal state aid by the 
EC Commission. 

Ilva makes takeover bid for Spanish pro
ducer Acenor. Proposing to integrate w/ 
Bolzano-Cogne link, which would yield larg
est EC long products (bar, wire rod, wire) 
producer of stainless steel. 

Ongoing: Since Finsider's dissolution, Ilva 
has made it a habit to delay closures to 
which the payment of state aid was initially 
linked. Moreover, Ilva continues to pursue 
new investments and acquisitions despite its 
continued reliance on government funding. 
Examples include interest in AHZ's privat
ization in Argentina, installation of new CR 
stainless mill at Turin, 45% stake in Falck's 
Balzano plant, joint venture with Hungary 
Salgotarjan to establish stainless service 
center in Hungary and modernize 
Salgotarjan's CR mills. 

SPAIN 

1992: Acenor's (a stainless bar and rod pro
ducer) main shareholder, Banco Exterior de 
Espana, reported no longer willing to fund 
Acenor losses without government guarantee 
of firm's solvency. 

EC warns Spain over subsidies to non-via
ble companies (carbon steel producers 
Ensidesa, AHV and special steel group 
Sidenor-holding company for Acenor and 
Foarsa 1 ). Restructuring of Sidenor envisions 
closing Llodio and Hernani plants (in which 
3 billion ptas have already been spent for 
modernization) and investing 3.2 billion ptas 
in Larrondo (60,000 tpy stainless long prod
ucts; accounts for 30% of Acenor's overall 
losses), Reinosa and Vitoria. An additional 2 
billion ptas are slated for "maintenance in
vestments" in Basauri, Vitoria and Reinosa 
plants. 

Both Larrondo and Foarsa facilities are re
ported to have dubious long terrh prospects. 

1991: Costs of rehabilitating Acenor esti
mated at $740 million to "refloat" the com
pany and make needed acquisitions, plus $460 
million for refinancing and redundancy pay
ments. A state-owned bank-Banco de 
Credito International (BCI)-is already owed 
50 billion ptas and is unwilling to finance 
further. A regional government is expected 
to contribute 6 billion ptas for assistance. 

1988: Acenor received 29.5 billion ptas ($254 
million) to close three blooming mills. EC 
Commission stated that Acenor must 
achieve 11 % operating margins in order to be 
deemed competitive and viable (it lost 7 bil
lion ptas in 1988, which was higher than in 
both 1987 and 1988). The Spanish steel indus
try also received an additional 40 billion ptas 
($347 million) to cover other capacity clo
sures. These closures were in relation to 
Spain's entrance into the EC. 

1 S1denor was expected to post losses of 14 billion 
ptas in 1991, requiring injection of new capital. 

The EC Commission blocked further state 
aid until the Acenor companies were com
pletely merged, citing doubts about its via
bility. Acenor claims to need an additional 
20 billion ptas, of which the commission has 
approved 15 billion pending completion of 
the merger. The merger would give Acenor 
monopoly control of some specialty steel 
products in Spain. 

FRANCE 

August 1991: Eramet-SLN, a state-owned 
company also controlling Commentryenne, 
bought 85% of Sweden's Kloster Speedsteel 
for 800 million Skr. Kloster was the largest 
high-speed producer in the world. When com
bined with Commentryenne, it will become 
more than twice as large as its nearest glob
al competitor. Speedsteel also owned Aciers 
de Champagnole. 

July 1991: EC competition commission in
vestigating direct or in.:'lirect transfers of 
public funds to Ugine, France's state-owned 
specialty steel producer. 

Ugine suffered net loss in 1991, which the 
company attributed to extraordinary items, 
mainly closure costs. UK & German produc
ers protesting 2.5 billion FFr ($463 million) 
capital injection from Credit Lyonnais (for 
20% stake), alleging that it was not a reason
able and viable investment given Ugine's 
performance (debt=50% of total capitaliza
tion and net loss in year). Ugine claimed 
that its stainless operations were profitable. 

Credit Lyonnais to receive 9-10% stake di
rectly, and additional 10% stake in exchange 
for giving government 3--4% additional stake 
in the bank. The bank is already 51 % owned 
by the state. 

State-owned carbon and specialty producer 
Usinor Sacilor (Ugine's parent company) has 
injected capital into Italian alloy steel pro
ducer Falck, becoming a significant share
holder, supplying slabs on favorable terms 
and discussing further joint ventures. 

Ugine entered into long term nickel supply 
contact with state-owned SLN of France. 

Ugine taking 49% stake in 60,000 tpy CR 
stainless venture Thainox in Thailand, which 
is expected to cost 3.1-5.1 billion baht. Ugine 
will supply majority of needed hot band. 

Summary of Ugine Acquisitions 
Despite the fact that Ugine was consist

ently unprofitable between 1973 and 1987, it 
bought more than 10 companies in France, 
Italy, Spain and USA between 1988 and 1990. 
It spent more than $1 billion (7.1 billion FFr) 
in 1990 alone for acquisitions. It spent 2.3 bil
lion FFr in 1989. 

1991: 
Increased stake in Italy's Lutrix to 49% at 

cost of 545 million FFr. Previously gained 
25% stake in 1988. 

September: Took 100% control of Aceros 
Inoxidables, Spain's third largest special 
steel distributor; had gained 42% stake in 
1988. 

August: Increased stake in Vallourec, a 
stainless seamless tube maker. 

November: Raised Acerinox stake from 3.1 
to 5.4% for 2.2 billion Ptas and given permis
sion to raise stake as high as 10%. Also con
trols special steel stockholder Coafisa in 
Spain. 

Purchased 60% of UK's second largest 
stockholder (10% market share) ASD. Ini
tially took 20% in 1990. (Already owns spe
cialty strip stockists Hammer Steel, Altona 
Stainless, special steel firm James Fairley 2 

21n July 1990, Fairley expanded Its operations to 
include stainless round and hollow bar, after open
ing a new 60,000-square-foot warehouse. 
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and 30% stake in Howard Perry). Total UK 
share raised from 2.5% to 9.5%. 

Aug 1991: Increased stake in Allevard sub
sidiary, a producer of alloy steel rounds and 
flats, from 72 to 78%. 

1991: Completed takeover of Ancofer 
Feinstahl, a German stockholder. 

Sept 1991: Plans to take stake in new gal
vanizing line in Spain built by Sidmed. 

1990: 
January: Purchased Interstate Steel Co, a 

U.S. service center, for $130 million. 
February: Bought Techalloy, a U.S. pro

ducer of special steel bar, wire and strip 
(13,200tpy). 

March: Bought J&L, a U.S. stainless flat
rolled producer, for 3 billion FFr. 

March: Short term contract to take over 
Cockerill 's 140,000 tpy electrical sheet plant 
in Belgium. 

April: Completed takeover of U.S. stainless 
bar stockholder Alloy & Stainless. 

Fall: Set up International Specialty Tube 
in Chicago as US subsidiary of Le Meusienne, 
in association with J&L. 

Bought Altone Stainless, a U.K. stainless 
long product stockholder. 

Bought 36% stake in Paturle Aciers, a 
French special sheet producer. 

Bought Acinoxsa, a Spanish stockholder. 
Purchased 20% of UK's second largest 

stockholder (10% market share) ASD. 
1989: 
January: Bought 30% stake in Howard 

Perry, a UK flat-rolled stockholder. 
1st qtr: Bought Nuova Sait and CP Inox, 

both stainless trading and distribution com
panies in Italy. 

1st qtr: Took 70% stake in Germany's 
Saarstahl Volklingen, now named Dillenger 
Hutte Saarstahl. 

March: Signed agreement to take 50% 
stake in Georgetown Steel Corp, a U.S. wire 
rod producer. 

June: Bought Tacke & Lindemann, a Ger
man steel stockholder. 

Fall: Took 49% stake in Alessio Tubi, an 
Italian producer of welded tubes. 

November: Bought Castelli Acciai 
Inossidabili, an Italian producer of tubes and 
part of stainless division of Castek (Castelli 
Inox Service), a large Italian distributor. 

1988: 
January: 146m Ffr takeover of Le 

Meusienne (17,000 tpy welded stainless pipe & 
tube). 

November: Bought 42% stake in Aceros 
Inoxidables, Spain's third largest special 
steel distributor (10,000 tpy of stainless prod
ucts) for 24m FFr. 

November 1988: Purchased 25% stake in 
Lutrix, a majority shareholder of Italian 
steel coater La Magana d'Italia (Italy's larg
est tinplate and galvanized sheet producer). 
Increased stake to 49% in 1991 at cost of 545 
million FFr. 

SWEDEN 

1991: Despite stainless producer Avesta's 
loss the company proceeded with plans to in
stall a new 270,000 tpy hot stainless strip fa
cility and acknowledges that mill will run 
far below capacity for time being. Cost of 
new mill=600 million SKr. 

FINLAND 

Outokumpu Oy is 81 percent owned by the 
government. It suffered net losses in 1990 and 
1991, leading to further restructuring plans 
and further delaying any solid plans to pri
vatize the company. It has made the follow
ing investments recently: 150m Fmk for new 
cut-to-length and slitting lines in the Neth
erlands; 400 m Fmk for new A/P line at its 
Tornio works to increase CR capacity by 
100,000 tpy. 

PHILIPPINES 

Government offering incentives for steel
related and infrastructure projects, includ
ing financial assistance, tax concessions and 
tariff barriers. More specifically, companies 
can avail themselves of financing from the 
Official Development Assistance program, 
tax and duty exemption for capital equip
ment, tax credits for domestically-sourced 
capital equipment, tariff protection, and ad
ditional incentives available under the Om
nibus Investment Code. 

TAIWAN 

Stainless producer Tang Eng is state 
owned. Will double capacity by 1993 to 260,000 
tpy to produce bar and rod. Included: New 
furnace, degassing unit, continuous billet 
caster and related components. Tang Eng 
was struggled in the mid-1980s, losing nearly 
NT $1 billion between its founding in 1983 
and 1985, due to strong import competition 
from Japan. 

Government investing Krupp/Tuntex stain
less project (150,000 mt/yr). First phase to 
cost $255 million for CR sheet facilities. Sec
ond phase involves adding additional melt 
capacity and continuous caster. Taiwan's 
quasi-governmental Investment & Develop
ment Co will invest 10% of the company's 
$113 million initial capital. 

Evergreen Superior Alloy Corp (ESAC) 
spending $115 million of new melt shop and 
rolling facilities. The government owns a 
small stake in the company. 

In early 1980s, government established a 
50,000 tpy special steel plant to produce com
ponents for military via Taiwan Machinery 
and Manufacturing Corp (TMMC). TMMC 
lost NT $2 billion through March 1988, deplet
ing its NT $1.5 billion initial capital. 

TURKEY 

State producer Asil Celik to be privatized. 
Government-owned since 1982, due to debt in
solvency, the producer's debt will have been 
completely repaid by the end of 1991. Most 
existing liabilities held by Is Bankasi and 
state agricultural bank. In June· 1990, Asil 
Celik was accused of dumping special steel in 
the EC. 

IRAN 

August 1990: Government to allocate $200 
million over next two years to build new 
140,000 tpy alloy steel plant. Additional $400-
500 million expected to come from export 
credits. Plant could be further expanded to 
200,000 tpy. 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

Stainless producer Poldi scheduled for pri
vatization in 1992. Planned restructuring 
likely to lead to capacity cuts, although 
planning to install new 100-ton EF, new ladle 
furnace, new special steel mill and revamp
ing continuous caster. The estimated cost of 
these projects is 174 million DM. Poldi has a 
virtual monopoly over special steels. 

Hungary alleges that Czechoslovakia's 
steel industry receives direct export sub
sidies and low cost subsidized energy sup
plies which enable its firms to undercut do
mestic prices by one-third. 

POLAND 

1992: Huta Baildon, a special steel pro
ducer, is reportedly having difficulty com
pleting its modernization program without 
government guarantees of foreign credits. 

EAST GERMANY 

Sachsische Edelstahlwerke Freital has 
filed restructuring plan with the govern
ment--wants to build two new furnaces, con
tinuous caster and revamp bar and blooming 
mills. Outsiders believe survival of mill may 

be in jeopardy if it must complete in open 
market. Freital produces 300,000 tpy of stain
less, bearing, spring, tool and high speed 
steel. 

BELGIUM 

Cockerill Sambre, a state-owned producer 
of electrical steel as well as carbon steel, is 
in a dispute with the government over 500 
million BFr of unpaid tax contributions from 
a 3 percent tax levy imposed beginning in 
1987. The company was exempted from the 
levy in 1987 due to its financial difficulties. 
In 1988, Cockerill returned to profitability, 
leading the government to claim that the 
company must pay the levy. Cockerill is pro
testing the government's claim saying that 
although the company was profitable in 1988, 
its financial difficulties continued. Thus, the 
company claims it should be exempted for 
that year. Cockerill has paid the levy since 
1989. 

PORTUGAL 

Seeking exemption from EC ban on state 
aid in order to restructure its Siderurgia 
Nacional, as well as special bar producer 
Acos Tome Feteria. The former has received 
state aid since Portugal joined the EC in 
1986, while the latter has not. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in of
ferillg that memorandum from Collier, 
Shannot & Scott, and the Georgetown 
Economic Services, I am explicit in . 
making the representation to its 
source, but I think it is factually accu
rate, and in the RECORD it will provide 
an opportunity for others to review it 
if anyone wishes to disagree. 

On the basis of this record, Mr. Presi
dent, and the impossibility of acting in 
a prompt way on legislation which was 
introduced on March 12 by 12 U.S. Sen
ators and myself, S. 2345, I ask for the 
support of my colleagues on this legis
lation to provide for private right of 
action to stop subsidized and dump 
goods from coming into this country. 

I thank the Chair. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, thank 

you. 
Mr. President, first I rise in support 

of what the Senator from Pennsylvania 
has said about the need to protect our 
steel industry. 

Mr. President, the American people 
now fear for their future, and they 
want jobs today. They want jobs to
morrow. One of the industries that was 
once one of the most robust sectors of 
the United States of America was the 
steel industry. It provided jobs in 
Maryland for many years. 

Now they have slimmed down, 
trimmed down and modernized them
selves in order to be competitive both 
within the United States of America, 
and abroad. We had a quota system 
that gave them a breather in order for 
them to modernize in a way that would 
generate jobs tomorrow, and lay the 
groundwork for tomorrow. 

I regret that this administration has 
not extended that quota system to con
tinue the ability of the U.S. steel in
dustry to be a viable sector. That 
quota system was not a form of protec
tionism that built a moat around 
America. It gave it a breather. 
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I am concerned because by the lifting 

of the restraint of the quotas, we might 
end up having to put the steel industry 
on a respirator, when in · fact that 
would not be needed. 

I call upon the administration to re
consider its lifting of the quotas that 
enabled the American steel industry to 
organize itself to be competitive. 

By Mr. NICKLES (for himself, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. GoRTON' 
and Mr. SHELBY): 

S. 2509. A bill to provide grants to es
tablish an integrated approach to pre
vent child abuse, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 
NATIONAL CHILDREN'S ADVOCACY PROGRAM ACT 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, today I 
rise, on the first day of Child Abuse 
Awareness Month, on behalf of myself, 
Senator KASSEBAUM, Senator GORTON, 
and Senator SHELBY to introduce legis
lation entitled the National Children's 
Advocacy Program Act of 1992. This 
legislation will bring a ray of hope to 
the lives of children who live in the 
shadow of abuse and neglect. 

It disturbs me, as it should disturb 
every Member in this body, that this 
legislation is even necessary. It dis
turbs me that in the United States 
child abuse and neglect have been des
ignated as a national emergency, that 
there are over 2.5 million reports of 
child maltreatment each year, and that 
the number of confirmed cases of child 
abuse has increased so dramatically 
over the last 5 years. 

We can see by this chart that there 
were 2 million child abuse cases re
ported in 1985. In 1990, there were over 
2.5 million cases reported. 

Until we eliminate the prevalence of 
child abuse in America, it is impera
tive that governments, law enforce
ment agencies, health care providers, 
and all concerned citizens across the 
country use every means necessary to 
aid and comfort innocent victims of 
those most heinous crimes. The Na
tional Children's Advocacy Program 
Act of 1992 will create a Federal pro
gram to facilitate the development of 
community-based, child-focused cen
ters aimed at alleviating much of the 
trauma the criminal justice system has 
brought to the victims of child abuse. 

Currently, victims of child abuse face 
an uncompassionate maze of interviews 
and bureaucracy. Implementing pro
grams that will reduce the revictimiza
tion of these children as they go 
through the judicial system is a neces
sity. National children's advocacy cen
ters will improve the efficiency and hu
manity of society's response to young 
victims of sexual and physical abuse. 
But creating a compassionate setting 
for these victims and cutting down on 
the repetition of interviews, the chil
dren who are faced with the ordeals of 
being a victim of child abuse will not 
face the trauma that is so abundant in 
the current system. 

As stated earlier, child abuse in 
America has been designated as a na
tional emergency. Throughout the Na
tion efforts are being undertaken to 
create on-site multidisciplinary chil
dren's advocacy centers. This legisla
tion will aid this movement to improve 
the lives of all too many kids in our 
country. 

The National Children's Advocacy 
Program Act of 1992 is a bipartisan ef
fort. Today in the House of Representa
tives, Representative BUD CRAMER, a 
Democratic colleague from Alabama, 
and 21 Members from both sides of the 
aisle have introduced a companion bill 
to this legislation. I urge my col
leagues to join me in this much needed 
legislation. We cannot afford to delay 
implementation of this program which 
is so vital to the children of our Nation 
who require the services of these facili
ties. 

While it is true that children are 
only about 25 percent of our popu
lation, they are 100 percent of our fu
ture. This legislation will help to en
sure that their future is one that is 
bright and one that is full of hope. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S. 2510. A bill to freeze domestic dis

cretionary spending for fiscal years 
1993 and 1994 at fiscal year 1992 levels; 
pursuant to the order of August 4, 1977, 
referred jointly to the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs. 

DOMESTIC SPENDING FREEZE ACT 
• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, today 
is April Fools' Day. But, the American 
people are not laughing. Our 1992 defi
cit seems certain to reach a projected 
$352 billion. Just weeks ago we were 
faced with a conference report on the 
tax bill that increased spending by an
other $70 billion. To pay for the in
creased spending, the final package 
proposed over $85 billion in tax in
creases. Deficits increase, spending in
creases, and taxes increase. I once 
again opposed this package of tax and 
spend practices. The only thing this 
liberal Congress should be increasing is 
our fiscal restraint. 

In the fall of 1990, I strongly opposed 
efforts by the Democrat-controlled 
Congress to sell one of the largest tax
increase bills in history as a deficit re
duction package. I wish that more of 
my colleagues had joined me in voting 
against this misguided legislation. The 
Deficit Reduction Act of 1990 did not 
cut spending at all. In fact , it increased 
spending by $380 billion over 5 years 
and increased taxes by $158 billion over 
the same period. Those tax increases 
did not go to deficit reduction. They 
went to increased spending. Instead of 
making tough choices to cut back 
spending or eliminate unnecessary pro
grams, Congress raised taxes on every
thing that moved. And, the deficit hit 
an all time high. 

Mr. President, the original Gramm
Rudman-Hollings deficit reduction law, 

enacted in 1985, would have established 
a balanced budget by fiscal year 1991. 
Amendments to Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings in 1987 changed the date in which 
the budget must be balanced to fiscal 
1993. The 1990 so-called deficit reduc
tion law eliminated the requirement 
for a balanced budget. It only goes so 
far as to establish a minimum deficit 
of $83 billion by fiscal year 1995. Now 
how can we expect the American people 
to take us seriously unless we begin to 
take ourselves seriously. Mr. Presi
dent, though it may now be April 1, the 
American people are no fools. 

Mr. President, today I rise to intro
duce the "Domestic Spending Freeze 
Act of 1992". This legislation will freeze 
domestic discretionary spending for 
fiscal year 1993 and fiscal year 1994 at 
fiscal year 1992 levels. It will save $10 
billion in the first year and $58 billion 
over 5 years. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in this effort. We cannot con
tinue to allow tax increases as a sub
stitute for spending cuts. We must 
show fiscal restraint and responsibil
ity. Our efforts must reflect what is 
right and what is fair. It is not fair to 
continue to increase spending and raise 
taxes on the backs of the middle-in
come taxpayers of America. Please join 
me in this effort. 

Mr. President, I ask for unanimous 
consent that the full text of my legisla
tion be printed at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2510 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentat ives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " Domestic 
Spending Freeze Act of 1992". 
SEC. 2. SPENDING FREEZE FOR FISCAL YEARS 

1993 AND 1994 
(a) SPENDING FREEZE.-The spending limits 

set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the Congres
sional Budget Act of 1974 for the domestic 
category with respect to fiscal years 1993 and 
1994 shall not exceed the limits provided for 
fiscal year 1992. 

(b) ENFORCEMENT.-The limits on domestic 
spending provided in this Act shall be en
forced as provided in the Budget Enforce
ment Act of 1990 and the amendments made 
by such Act, except that for purposes of fis
cal year 1994 the discretionary spending 
limit shall be enforced as provided for fiscal 
year 1993.• 

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM: 
S. 2511. A bill to exempt certain fi

nancial institutions from the examina
tion requirements of the Community 
Reinvestment Act of 1977; to the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT ACT EXEMPTION 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 

there are those who believe that small 
rural banks have no role in our finan
cial future. These self-styled experts 
assert that the only way for small 
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banks to survive is by merging into 
large interstate holding companies. 

These experts are simply dead wrong. 
Many have never lived in a rural com
munity or banked at a rural bank. If 
they did, they might realize that there 
is more to a banking relationship than 
account numbers and automatic tell
ers. Many would be surprised to find 
that most depositors do not pick their 
banks merely on the basis of which has 
the slickest television commercial or 
newspaper advertisements. In rural 
communities, bankers do not have to 
look up an account number to know 
the customer's name. Most not only 
know the customer's name but also his 
entire family tree. In many of the 
small towns that dot my State, small 
banks literally are the cornerstones of 
both Main Street and the entire com
munity. 

If these banks are put out of busi
ness, it will not be because of bad loans 
or uncompetitive rates. Rather, it will 
be because they are being asked to 
shoulder compliance and regulatory 
burdens designed to address the abuses 
of interstate and metropolitan banks. 

The Community Reinvestment Act is 
a good example. The CRA would serve 
its purpose better if CRA examiners an
nually reviewed every inner-city 
branch of the large metropolitan 
banks. As it is, a rural, home-owned 
bank with assets of less than $20 mil
lion is subject to a full-scale CRA com
pliance review while the inner-city 
branch of a multibillion-dollar inter
state holding company may go years 
without being examined. 

Mr. President, I support the CRA. 
Inner-city redlining must be eradi
cated. To be effective, however, the 
CRA should be better focused. It makes 
little sense to send a CRA examiner 
out to audit a small rural bank where 
the owner can be found behind the tell
er cage and doubles as the commu
nity's economic development leader 
and little league coach. Instead, that 
CRA examiner should audit as many 
inner-city branches as possible and as 
often as possible. 

Accordingly, I am introducing legis
lation freeing small banks located in 
rural communities of less than 15,000 
from the CRA examination require
ments. To qualify, such banks must 
have assets of less than $75 million and 
at least half of their deposits in loans. 

Many will claim this examination ex
emption is far too narrow, and others 
will claim it is too large. The goal is to 
provide the basis for a consensus which 
can be enacted in the immediate fu
ture. This examination exemption is 
not an attempt to eviscerate the CRA 
but rather an attempt to make it more 
effective. CRA examiners preoccupied 
with little rural banks should be reas
signed to examine metropolitan and 
interstate branches. This will focus 
regulatory resources on the actual 
problem. 

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself, 
Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. ROCKE
FELLER, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
AKAKA, and Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 2512. A bill to amend title 38, Unit
ed States Code, to establish a program 
to provide certain housing assistance 
to homeless veterans, to improve cer
tain other programs that provide such 
assistance, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

ASSISTANCE FOR HOMELESS VETERANS 

•Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee, I have today introduced S. 2512, 
legislation that would help to address 
the tremendous pro bl em of homeless
ness among our Nation's veterans. I am 
very pleased that committee members 
DENNIS DECONCINI, JOHN D. ROCKE
FELLER IV, BOB GRAHAM, DANIEL J. 
AKAKA, and TOM DASCHLE have joined 
me in introducing this measure. Our 
bill would enhance the Department of 
Veterans Affairs' ability to assist 
homeless veterans by expanding the 
authority of the Secretary to sell and 
lease VA-repossessed homes for use as 
housing for homeless veterans and to 
lease, for periods longer than currently 
allowed, VA properties made available 
to nonprofit organizations under the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist
ance Act. In addition, the bill would 
extend for 2 years the homeless veter
ans reintegration projects [HVRP] pro
gram administered by the Department 
of Labor pursuant to the McKinney Act 
and increase the authorized level of ap
propriations for that program. 

BACKGROUND 

Mr. President, during the past year, 
several reports focusing on homeless 
veterans and governmental assistance 
to assist them have been issued. On 
June 12, 1991, the 1990 Annual Report of 
the Interagency Council on the Home
less was submitted to the committee. 
Later, on August 5 and October 3, VA 
submitted to the committee the fourth 
progress report on VA's homeless 
chronically mentally ill [HCMI] veter
ans program and the homeless veterans 
programs evaluation, respectively. On 
Veterans Day, November 11, 1991, the 
National Coalition for the Homeless re
leased its report, entitled "Heroes 
Today, Homeless Tomorrow?: Home
lessness Among Veterans in the United 
States," which examined the scope of 
homelessness among veterans and the 
Federal response to the problem. These 
reports, considered together, indicate 
that the representation of veterans 
among homeless persons in the United 
States is significant and that many of 
the wide-ranging needs of homeless 
veterans are not being adequately met 
by the existing array of VA and other 
Federal, State, and community-based 
prog-rams. 

Although the precise number of 
homeless veterans is not known, the 
1990 annual report of the Interagency 
Council noted that "recent studies sug-

gest that between 29 and 47 percent of 
homeless males are veterans, which 
roughly corresponds with the percent
age of veterans among all adult U.S. 
males, about 32 percent." The report 
further noted that, for 1991, the Con
gr~ssional Budget Office had estimated 
a 1-day homeless population of 700,000, 
which was based on a comprehensive 
week-long 1987 survey conducted by the 
Urban Institute. Based on those stud
ies, it seems reasonable to assume 
that, at any given time, there are be
tween 200,000 and 330,000 veterans who 
are homeless. VA estimates are some
what lower-between 110,000 and 250,000 
homeless veterans on any given night. 
Either estimate reflects a problem of 
great magnitude. 

VA HEALTH-CARE PROGRAMS TO ASSIST 
HOMELESS VETERANS 

Mr. President, to provide the back
ground for our legislation, I will briefly 
describe VA's current programs and 
new initiatives to assist homeless vet
erans. 

V A's homeless chronically mentally 
ill [HCMI] veterans program was first 
established by Congress in 1987 by sec
tion 2 of Public Law 100--6 as a contract 
authority. In 1988, section 115 of the 
Public Law 100-322 replaced the con
tract authority with a requirement 
that VA conduct, in fiscal years 1988 
and 1989, a pilot program for homeless 
chronically mentally ill veterans. VA 
was authorized to include in the pro
gram veterans with service-connected 
chronic mental illness disabilities as 
well as chronically mentally ill veter
ans who were VA hospital and nursing 
home patients. Public Law 10~28, the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist
ance Amendments Act of 1988, author
ized for VA's homeless programs fiscal 
year 1989 and 1990 appropriations of $15 
million for the HCMI Program and the 
same amount for VA's domiciliary care 
for homeless veterans [DCHV] program. 
Public Law 101-237 extended the HCMI 
Program's authority · through fiscal 
year 1992. Through the HCMI and 
DCHV Programs, VA has provided shel
ter and medical and psychiatric treat
ment to over 50,000 homeless veterans 
in desperate need of help. 

The HCMI Program is a community
based program that combines aggres
sive outreach with health care services, 
intensive case management, and, where 
appropriate, time-limited care in non
V A contract residential treatment cen
ters. The program is carried out at 45 
sites in 26 States and the District of 
Columbia. The fourth annual report on 
the program, which I noted earlier, in
dicated that, since the program's initi
ation in 1987, over 30,000 veterans in 26 
States have been assisted by the pro
gram and over 8,000 have been placed in 
non-VA residential treatment pro
grams. VA estimates that the HCMI 
Program makes contact with about 
10,000 homeless veterans each year, ap
proximately one-fourth of whom are re-
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ferred to VA's 200 community-based 
contract residential treatment facili
ties. 

The DCHV Program, operated at 27 
VA medical centers in 21 States, pro
vides a comprehensive range of treat
ment and rehabilitative services to 
homeless veterans. VA staff contact 
homeless veterans through outreach ef
forts, and eligible veterans are pro
vided extended live-in treatment and 
rehabilitative services at a VA domi
ciliary. The program is operated solely 
by VA staff and does not include a con
tract-care com..i)onent as exists in the 
HCMI Program. Nationwide, the DCHV 
Program provides over 1,100 beds and 
serves approximately 2,000 veterans 
each year. 

Mr. President, the HCMI and DCHV 
Programs are the two main programs 
of V A's Veterans Health Administra
tion [VHA] to assist homeless veterans. 
VHA also operates several other pro
grams. At The Brooklyn and Manhat
tan V AMC's, VA has established drop
in centers for homeless veterans which 
provide food, shower facilities, laundry 
facilities, therapeutic activities, and 
linkages with other VA programs. 
Under legislation I authored, which 
was enacted in Public Law 1.02-54, VHA 
has initiated a program of transitional 
therapeutic housing and compensated 
work therapy which provides an oppor
tunity for homeless veterans to earn 
income through rehabilitative work 
while learning independent living 
skills in a supervised residence located 
in the community. VHA has also estab
lished, through its social work service, 
new policies to improve discharge plan
ning for homeless veterans who are re
ceiving care in VA facilities so as to 
avoid discharging a veteran from the 
hospital back to the street. In addition, 
VA and HUD are undertaking a new 
collaborative program under which 
HUD will provide section 8 housing 
vouchers to veterans who are receiving 
care from VA and who are being as
sisted by VA case managers. 

VA NON-HEALTH ASSISTANCE TO HOMELESS 
VETERANS 

VA's Veterans Benefits Administra
tion [VBA] provides assistance to 
homeless veterans through outreach ef
forts designed to ensure that homeless 
veterans are informed of and receive 
any benefits to which they are entitled. 
Many VA regional benefits offices have 
designated staff to do outreach to vet
erans at homeless shelters and to co
ordinate with community agencies 
that provide services to homeless per
sons. In addition, VBA is responsible 
for identifying and making available 
under title V of the McKinney Act un
used VA properties and for selling to 
nonprofit organizations for use to shel
ter homeless veterans and their fami
lies properties VA has acquired because 
of foreclosure on homes purchased with 
VA-guaranteed mortgages. 

SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS 

Mr. President, our bill contains 
amendment to title 38 and to the Stew
art B. McKinney Homeless Assistance 
Act that would: 

First, authorize VA, in selling VA-re
possessed properties to nonprofit orga
nization and States pursuant to section 
3735 of title 38, to make loans directly 
to such organizations to finance the 
sales. 

Second, authorize VA, in making 
these loans, to modify or waive one or 
more of the credit underwriting stand
ards that would otherwise apply to VA 
direct financing and to charge lower
than-market-rate interest. 

Third, establish a new VA program 
under which 10 percent of V A's hard-to
sell repossessed properties would be 
made available by lease for a nominal 
fee to nonprofit organizations and 
States for the purpose of providing 
housing for homeless veterans and 
their families. 

Fourth, require that an organization 
leasing a property under this program 
be responsible for payment of taxes, 
utility bills, and maintenance costs. 

Fifth, require that an organization 
leasing a property under this program 
collect rent from the occupants of the 
property, but allow it to charge no 
more than what is necessary to cover 
the costs of maintaining the property. 

Sixth, require that an organization 
leasing a property under the program, 
to the maximum extent practicable, 
utilize the services of homeless veter
ans in maintaining, operating, and ren
ovating the property. 

Seventh, authorize VA, with respect 
to VA properties made available under 
title V of McKinney Act, to enter into 
leases in excess of 3 years if the organi
zation approved to use the property 
agrees to use the property to provide 
services to homeless veterans and their 
families. 

Eighth, authorize appropriations for 
fiscal years 1993 through 1995 for the 
homeless veterans reintegration 
projects program administered by the 
Department of Labor under section 738 
of the McKinney Act. The authorized 
appropriations would increase from the 
currently authorized fiscal year 1993 
level of 2.2 to 10 million dollars for fis
cal year 1993, $12 million for fiscal year 
1994, and $14 million for fiscal year 1995. 

FINANCING SALES OF PROPERTIES TO ASSIST 
HOMELESS VETERANS 

Mr. President, our bill would improve 
the viability of VA 's program, carried 
out pursuant to section 3735 of title 38, 
of selling acquired properties at a dis
count, currently 50 percent, to non
profit organizations and Government 
agencies that will use them to shelter 
or house homeless veterans and their 
families. To date, fewer than 10 prop
erties have been sold under this au
thority since it was established in 1987 
in section 9 of Public Law 100-198. 

For the first year and a half that the 
discount sale authority existed, only 

one property was sold. In 1989, I re
quested that VA advise me of the rea
sons for low participation in this pro
gram and what steps could. be taken to 
facilitate and encourage additional 
sales. In response to my request, VA 
field stations contacted 967 commu
nity-based agencies and nonprofit orga
nizations and, in a January 5, 1990, 
memo, VA advised that "more than 
half, of the agencies contacted, indi
cated that they are insufficiently fund
ed to purchase real estate incident to 
their public assistance program." VA 
attempted to improve participation in 
the program by increasing the discount 
from 35 to 50 percent and by reducing 
from 12 to 6 months the time prior to 
sale that t 'he properties must be in 
VA's inventory. VA advises that ap
proximately 4,800 acquired properties 
in VA's current inventory are eligible 
for sale through this program. 

Section 1 of the bill is intended to 
improve the viability of the acquired 
property sale program. It would amend 
section 3735 of title 38 to authorize VA 
to make loans directly to nonprofit or
ganizations and State agencies to give 
many of them a more realistic oppor
tunity to purchase acquired properties 
under the discount program. VA would 
be authorized to modify or waive one 
or more of the credit underwriting 
standards that would otherwise apply 
to such a loan and to charge the pur
chaser less than the market rate of in
terest on the loan. No loan fee would be 
charged. 

Mr. President, I believe these 
changes should improve participation 
in the acquired property sale program 
by providing a source of funding for 
nonprofit organizations interested in 
purchasing a property. As I mentioned 
earlier, VA's 1990 survey of nonprofit 
organizations found that over half of 
them were insufficiently funded to 
make such purchases. Under the cur
rent program, an organization must fi
nance a purchase either through its 
own cash reserves or by a conventional 
mortgage from a lending institution
options which are extremely difficult 
for often cash-poor nonprofit organiza
tions. By allowing VA to finance such 
sales directly, this provision should 
allow many more nonprofit organiza
tions to purchase acquired properties 
to provide housing for homeless veter
ans and their families. 

PROGRAM OF LEASING REPOSSESSED 
PROPERTIES FOR USE BY HOMELESS VETERANS 

Mr. President, section 2 of the bill 
would establish a new program, based 
on HUD's successful Dollar-Per-Year
Lease Program that should signifi
cantly increase housing opportunities 
for homeless veterans and their fami
lies. Under the proposed program, dur
ing each fiscal year, 10 percent of VA
acquired properties that are vacant and 
have remained unsold for 60 days would 
be made available by lease for a nomi
nal fee to nonprofit organizations and 
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State agencies for the purpose of pro
viding housing for homeless veterans 
and their families. To lease a property 
under the program, an organization 
would be required to be approved by 
VA and agree to use the property as 
housing for homeless veterans and 
their families. The organization would 
be responsible for payment of taxes, 
utilities, and maintenance costs associ
ated with the property and would be re
quired to collect rent from homeless 
veterans and family members occupy
ing the property. Rent would be lim
ited to the cost of maintaining and op
erating the property. VA would be au
thorized to make the properties avail
able by lease or by lease with an option 
to purchase at a discount under section 
3735 of title 38. 

Mr. President, I note that the costs 
of maintaining these VA-owned prop
erties would be borne by the nonprofit 
lessees and thus would save VA prop
erty management costs, and the value 
of leased properties may appreciate 
during the term of the lease. This 
would ultimately benefit VA when the 
property is sold. I believe VA could 
have successes similar to HUD's under 
the similar HUD Program. The Novem
ber 1991 report of the National Coali
tion for the Homeless noted that, as of 
October 1991, HUD had leased 1,700 
properties under its leasing program. 

AUTHORITY TO LEASE CERTAIN VA PROPERTY 
FOR EXTENDED LEASE TERMS 

Section 3 of the bill would allow VA 
additional flexibility in leasing prop
erties made available under title V of 
the McKinney Act if the leasing orga
nization agrees to use the property to 
provide services for homeless veterans 
and their families. Under current law, 
section 8122 of title 38, VA is prohibited 
from leasing its properties for longer 
than a 3-year term, and this limitation 
can frustrate the efforts of nonprofit 
organizations wishing to sue VA prop
erties under the McKinney Act to pro
vide services to homeless.veterans. 

TITLE V OF THE STEWART B. MCKINNEY 
HOMELESS ASSISTANCE ACT 

.Mr. President, title V of the Stewart 
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, 
first enacted in 1987 (Public Law 100-77) 
and subsequently amended in 1988 
(Public Law 100-628) and 1990 (Public 
Law 101--645) is designed to make avail
able for the purpose of assisting home
less persons Federal properties that are 
surplus, excess, or unutilized or under
utilized. The 1990 amendments to title 
V, which were derived from legislation 
reported by the Senate Governmental 
Affairs Committee, were made "to im
prove [the title V program's] efficiency 
and effectiveness" because the original 
process established in 1987 of making 
such properties available had "proved 
to be extremely confusing to Federal 
agencies" (S. Rept. No. 101-458, page 3). 

Mr. President, I will describe briefly 
the process under title V of the McKin
ney Act through which Federal prop-

erties are made available for sue to as
sist homeless persons. For a more de
tailed. explanation, I refer my col
leagues and other interested parties to 
the report of the Governmental Affairs 
Committee (S. Rept. No. 101-458) which 
accompanied the 1990 legislation. 

Under the process established by the 
1990 amendments, the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development is re
quired to survey, on a quarterly basis, 
each Federal landholding agency to de
termine which Federal public buildings 
and other properties are excess, sur
plus, unutilized, or underutilized under 
the standards of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act. HUD 
then determines which of these prop
erties are suitable for use to assist 
homeless persons and notifies each 
agency as to which of its properties 
have been so designated. HUD has 
adopted a broad definition of suit
ability to allow homeless service pro
viders maximum flexibility as to po
tential uses. For example, a property 
that cannot be used for human occu
pancy may be found suitable because it 
can be used as a food warehouse. 

After HUD determines that a prop
erty is suitable, the Federal agency 
that has jurisdiction over it must in
form HUD whether the property will be 
made available. If an agency deter
mines that a property cannot be made 
available for use to assist homeless 
persons, it must provide HUD with a 
statement of the reasons for that de
termination. HUD publishes in the Fed
eral Register lists of properties that 
are suitable and available, and service 
providers may then apply to use them. 

An organization desiring to use an 
available property must submit an ap
plication to the Department of Health 
and Human Services. Upon HHS ap
proval of an application, the agency 
whose property it is must make it 
available by lease or permit to the ap
proved organization for a term of not 
less than 1 year. The specific terms of 
the lease agreement are negotiated be
tween the applicant and the agency. 
Upon expiration of the lease, permit, or 
license, the property, including any im
provements, is returned to the Federal 
Government. Excess and surplus prop
erties may be conveyed by deed in 
some circumstances. 

VA's efforts to assist homeless per
sons under title V of the McKinney Act 
can be tempered by the provision in 
section 8122 of title 38, United States 
Code, which prohibits VA from leasing 
VA-controlled property for more than a 
3-year term. If the property requires 
substantial renovations to make it use
able for providing services to homeless 
individuals, the prospect of only a 3-
year lease term may allow so little re
turn on the necessary investment in 
the property as to render the use of it 
highly cost-ineffective. I am aware of 
at least one situation in which the 3-
year limitation has caused such a prob-

lem for an approved applicant seeking 
to use an unutilized VA building that 
is in need of extensive renovation. 

Mr. President, it is clear that exist
ing VA programs for homeless veterans 
are currently much too small in scale 
to address the problems fully and that, 
in light of the limited resources likely 
to be available to VA in the foreseeable 
future, non-VA programs will always 
play a very substantial role in meeting 
homeless veterans' needs. Thus, a rule 
such as the 3-year limit on leases of VA 
properties that can impede VA's efforts 
to cooperate with or assist non-VA pro
grams serving homeless veterans is 
counterproductive. By enabling VA to 
provide to an applicant under McKin
ney who desires to use an unneeded VA 
property to assist homeless veterans 
and possibly their families a lease for a 
term longer than 3 years, section 3 of 
the bill would enable VA in an appro
priate way to provide greater assist
ance to others who are combating 
homelessness among veterans. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
HOMELESS VETERANS REINTEGRATION PROJECTS 

Mr. President, section 4 of our bill 
would extend the program authority, 
and increase the authorized levels of 
appropriations, for the homeless veter
ans reintegration projects [HVRP] ad
ministered by the Department of Labor 
pursuant to section 738 of the McKin
ney Act. HVRP is a grant program 
under which grantees hire formerly 
homeless veterans to reach out to 
homeless veterans and provide support
ive services, job training, job readiness 
skills, and job placement. I believe the 
focus of HVRP on the employment 
needs of homeless veterans is a nec
essary component to the overall Fed
eral response to the problem and com
plements the health care programs for 
homeless veterans currently offered by 
VA and the expanded housing opportu
nities that would be afforded by this 
bill. The November 1991 report of the 
National Coalition for the Homeless 
noted that, in its first year of oper
ation, HVRP outreach workers con
tacted over 10,000 homeless veterans, 
completed approximately 5,800 intake 
assessments, and placed over 2,200 
homeless veterans in jobs. 

Mr. President, the committee has re
ceived very favorable comments re
garding HVRP from community service 
providers, the National Coalition for 
the Homeless, and individual veterans 
who have been assisted. Up to this 
point, however, it has been a very 
small-scale demonstration program 
with 18 projects in 15 cities. The pro
gram has shown more than sufficient 
promise to warrant a modest increase 
in its scope. Thus, section 4 of the bill 
would increase the authorized level of 
appropriations from the current fiscal 
year 1993 level of $2.2 million to $10 
million for fiscal year 1993, $12 million 
for fiscal year 1994, and $14 million for 
fiscal year 1995. 
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CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, I am deeply commit
ted to addressing the tremendous prob
l em of homelessness among our Na
tion's veterans. The needs of homeless 
veterans are great and must be ad
dressed in a coordinated way. I have 
long supported VA's efforts in out
reach, health care, and mental-health 
care for homeless veterans, and I be
lieve we must now do more to address 
the housing and employment needs for 
which existing programs are simply in
sufficient. This legislation would foster 
better coordination within VA and 
among other Federal, State, and com
munity organizations to provide the 
wide range of needed services among 
the many veterans who have served our 
Nation and are now homeless and des
perately need assistance. I urge all of 
my colleagues to support this measure. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2512 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. FINANCING OF PROPERTIES TO AS· 

SIST HOMELESS VETERANS. 
(a) FINANCING.-Section 3735 of title 38, 

United States Code, is amended-
(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub

section (c); and 
(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol

lowing new subsection (b): 
"(b)(l) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), 

the Secretary may make loans to organiza
tions described in paragraph (l)(A) of sub
section (a) to finance the purchase of prop
erty by such organizations under such sub
section. 

"(2)(A) In making a loan under this sub
section, the Secretary-

"(i) may modify or waive one or more of 
the credit underwriting standards that would 
otherwise apply to the loan under section 
3710(g)(2)(A) of this title; 

"(ii) shall, in underwriting the loan, take 
into account the amount of equity in the 
property that a purchasing organization will 
have as a result of the purchase; 

"(iii) may provide that the loan will bear 
interest at a rate below the rate that pre
vails for similar loans in the market in 
which the loan is made; 

"(iv) may not collect a loan fee for the 
loan under section 3729 of this title; and 

"(v) shall include such other terms and 
conditions with respect to the loan as the 
Secretary determines are necessary to facili
tate the making of loans under this sub
section and to protect the interests of home
less veterans and the Federal Government. 

"(B) The Secretary shall, to the maximum 
extent practicable, ensure that the terms 
and conditions that the Secretary applies to 
loans under subparagraph (A)(v) are similar 
to the terms and conditions that the Sec
retary applies to loans made under section 
3733 of this title. 

"(3) The Secretary, in order to protect the 
interests of the Federal Government, may 
limit the number of loans or the amount any 
loan that the Secretary makes to an organi
zation under this subsection.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
3729(a)(l) of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out "section," and in
serting in lieu thereof "section or section 
3735(b)(2)(A)(iv) of this title,". 
SEC. 2. PROGRAM OF LEASING OF REPOSSESSED 

PROPERTIES FOR USE BY HOME
LESS VETERANS. 

(a) PROGRAM.-Subchapter III of chapter 37 
of title 38, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
"§3736. Availability of properties for home-

less veterans 
"(a) The Secretary shall carry out a pro

gram to make the properties referred to in 
subsection (b) available to approved entities 
under subsection (c) for the purpose of per
mitting such entities to provide housing for 
homeless veterans and their families. 

"(b) The Secretary shall make available 
for use as housing for homeless veterans and 
their families during each fiscal year a num
ber of properties that ls not less than 10 per
cent of the total number of eligible prop
erties that are in the possession of the Sec
retary at the commencement of that fiscal 
year as a result of a default on a loan made, 
insured, or guaranteed under this chapter. 

"(c)(l) The Secretary shall lease properties 
under this section to eligible entities-

"(A) that submit to the Secretary (under 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary) ap
plications for the lease of such properties; 
and 

"(B) whose applications are approved by 
the Secretary in accordance with such regu
lations. 

"(2) For the purposes of this subsection, an 
eligible entity is any of the following enti
ties that provide housing for homeless veter
ans and their families: 

"(A) Non-profit organizations, with pref
erence given to organizations named in or 
approved by the Secretary under section 
5902(a)(l) of this title. 

"(B) State or local governments. 
"(d)(l) The Secretary shall make available 

properties to entities approved under sub
section (c)(l) as follows: 

"(A) By lease. 
"(B) By lease, with an option to purchase 

under section 3735 of this title. 
"(2) The Secretary shall collect from each 

approved entity that leases a property from 
the Secretary under this section a nominal 
rental charge for the property. 

"(e)(l) An approved entity that leases a 
property from the Secretary under this sec
tion shall use that property solely to provide 
housing for homeless veterans and their fam
ilies. The entity shall ensure that rent is col
lected from occupants of the property, the 
amount of which rent in any month may not 
exceed the amount of the costs incurred by 
the entity during the preceding month in op
erating and maintaining the property. 

"(2) An approved entity that leases a prop
erty from the Secretary under this section 
shall be responsible for the payment of any 
taxes, utilities, and other maintenance 
charges that apply to the property. 

"(f) An approved entity that leases a prop
erty from the Secretary under this section 
shall, to the maximum extent practicable, 
utilize the services of homeless veterans in 
maintaining, operating, and renovating the 
property. 

"(g) In this section, the term 'eligible prop
erty' means a property that-

"(1) is acquired by the Secretary as a re
sult of a default on a loan made, insured, or 
guaranteed under this chapter; 

"(2) is vacant; 
"(3) has been listed for sale by the Sec

retary for not less than 60 days; and 

"(4) is not subject to a sale contract. 
"(h) The Secretary may not make any 

properties available for acquisition under 
this section after September 30, 1997.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 37 of 
title 38, United States Code, is amended by 
adding after the item relating to section 3735 
the following new item: 
"3736. Availability of properties for homeless 

veterans.''. 
SEC. S. AUTHORITY TO LEASE CERTAIN PROP

ERTY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF VET
ERANS AFFAIRS FOR EXTENDED 
LEASE TERMS. 

(a) AUTHORITY.-Notwithstanding section 
8122(a)(l) of title 38, United States Code, and 
subject to subsection (b), the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs may lease to a representa
tive of the homeless for a term in excess of 
three years any real property for which an 
application of the representative for the use 
of the property has been approved by the 
Secretary of Heal th and Human Services 
under section 501(e) of the Stewart B. McKin
ney Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
1141l(e)). Any such lease shall be subject to 
the provisions of section 501(f) of such Act (42 
u.s.c. 1141l(f)). 

(b) LIMITATION.-The Secretary may not 
lease real property under subsection (a) for a 
term in excess of three years to a representa
tive of the homeless unless the representa
tive agrees to use the property as a location 
for the provision of services to homeless vet
erans and the families of such veterans. 

(c) DEFINITION.-In this section, the term 
"representative of the homeless" has the 
meaning given such term in section 501(g)(4) 
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 11411(g)(4)). 
SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR HOMELESS VETERANS' RE
INTEGRATION PROJECTS. 

(A) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
Section 738 of the Steward B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 1.1448) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out this section the following 
amounts: 

"(A) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1993. 
"(B) $12,000,000 for fiscal year 1994. 
"(C) $14,000,000 for fiscal year 1995. 
"(2) Funds obligated for any fiscal year to 

carry out this section may be expended in 
that fiscal year and the succeeding fiscal 
year.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-(1) Section 
739 of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless As
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11449) is amended

(A) in subsection (a)(3)-
"(i) by striking out "$17,000,000" and insert

ing in lieu thereof "$14,800,000"; and 
(ii) by striking out "1993," and all that fol

lows through "this subtitle" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "1993."; and 

(B) in subsection (b), by striking out 
"other than section 738 of this subtitle and 
for the program under section 738 of this sub
title". 

(2) Section 741 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 11451) 
is amended by inserting "738 and" before 
"740". 
• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be an original cosponsor of 
Chairman CRANSTON'S much needed 
legislation in support of homeless vet
erans. Though a small portion of the 
total veteran population, homeless vet
erans represent almost one-third of all 
homeless single men. Conservatively, 
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on any given night a deplorable 110,000 
to 250,000 veterans are homeless. This 
tragedy is intolerable. 

This important legislation offers ex
panded housing opportunities to home
less veterans. The VA already has au
thority to sell acquired properties to 
nonprofit organizations and States as 
shelters for homeless veterans and 
their families. However, many such or
ganizations simply do not have the 
funds to purchase available properties. 
This bill would authorize the VA to 
provide nonprofit organizations and 
States with direct loans at lower than 
market rate interest to help them pur
chase VA properties. 

The bill would also establish a new 
VA program under which 10 percent of 
the VA's hard to sell repossessed prop
erties could be leased to house home
less veterans. It would also allow leases 
of more than 3 years under the Stewart 
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act 
for properties used to provide services 
to homeless veterans and their fami
lies. In addition, the bill would author
ize increased appropriations for the 
Homeless Veterans Reintegration 
projects. 

We owe special consideration to the 
men and women who have defended, 
often at personal sacrifice, the integ
rity and well-being of our country. 
None should be homeless.• 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself, Mr. 
ADAMS, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BIDEN, 
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. 
DIXON' Mr. DODD, Mr. DOMENIC!, 
Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. MACK, Ms. MI
KULSKI, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. SEYMOUR, Mr. WAR
NER, and Mr. WELLSTONE): 

S.J. Res. 287. Joint resolution to des
ignate the week of October 4, 1992, 
through October 10, 1992, as "Mental 
Illness Awareness Week"; to the Com
m:lttee on the Judiciary. 

MENTAL ILLNESS AWARENESS WEEK 

•Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, today, 
along with 22 of my colleagues, I am in
troducing a joint resolution designat
ing the week of October 4, 1992, through 
October 10, 1992 as "Mental Illness 
Awareness Week." 

For the past 10 years, Congress has 
designated this period of time as Men
tal Illness Awareness Week. The goal of 
this resolution is to educate the Amer
ican public about mental illness and 
dispel the stigma associated with this 
type of disease. The American Psy
chiatric Association has played a lead
ing role in the effort to educate the 
American public. 

The statistics show the significance 
of addressing mental illness in our so
ciety. Approximately 50 million Ameri
cans suffer from diagnosable mental 
disorders. This type of illness affects 
all social, ethnic, and national groups. 

Available statistics reveal that ap
proximately 7.5 million children under 
the age of 18 suffer from serious mental 
disorders. Approximately 121/2 percent 
of our youth experience an episode of 
mental illness during their adolescent 
years. One-third of our elderly popu
lation suffer from significant symp
toms of mental illness. In total, 22 per
cent of all U.S. residents will experi
ence a period of mental disturbance 
during their lifetimes. 

Approximately one-third of homeless 
individuals suffer from psychiatric dis
orders. Often, these individuals have 
been discharged from hospitals and re
ceive inadequate followup services. In
dividuals who are HIV infected are vul
nerable to mental illness as well; 10 
percent of those with the HIV virus 
will develop psychiatric problems as 
the first sign of this disease. Sixty per
cent of AIDS patients will suffer 
neuropsychiatric consequences. Statis
tics also reveal that the vast majority 
of the 29,000 individuals who commit 
suicide annually suffer from a mental 
or addictive disorder. 

Mental illness affects our society in 
many ways, and we should be respond
ing with appropriate resources. Direct 
treatment costs and indirect costs 
from lost productivity associated with 
mental illness amount to billions of 
dollars. Last year, however, total Fed
eral expenditure on research into the 
causes and treatment of mental illness 
was only $622 million. We must do 
much better. 

Each day the media reveals the 
human tragedies associated with men
tal illness. We do not really understand 
the severity of the problem until it af
fects someone close to us, however. At 
that point the stigma attached to men
tal illness becomes very real. 

This resolution attempts to educate 
our society and to combat the myths 
surrounding mental illness. People 
struggling with mental disorders are 
not evil. They are not incapable of sur-

. viving in society. In fact, with proper 
treatment, the vast majority of those 
who confront a period of mental illness 
during their lives can move on to be 
fully productive, self-sufficient mem
bers of society. 

Public apathy and lack of under
standing of the seriousness of this type 
of disease must be overcome if we are 
to help the mentally ill work with 
their disability and lead productive 
lives. I ask my colleagues to join in 
this effort by cosponsoring this joint 
resolution.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
The following additional cosponsors 

were added on March 31, 1992: 
s. 240 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 240, a bill to amend the Fed-

eral Aviation Act of 1958 relating to 
bankruptcy transportation plans. 

s. 474 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BURNS] was withdrawn as a co
sponsor of S. 474, a bill to prohibit 
sports gambling under State law. 

s. 640 
At the request of Mr. KASTEN, the 

names of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
HATFIELD] and the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. JEFFORDS] were added as co
sponsors of S. 640, a bill to regulate 
interstate commerce by providing for a 
uniform product liability law, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 664 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HARKIN] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 664, a bill to require that health 
warnings be included in alcoholic bev
erage advertisements, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 891 

At the request of Mr. MACK, the 
names of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] and the Senator from Kansas 
[Mrs. KASSEBAUM] were added as co
sponsors of S. 891, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro
vide a refundable credit for qualified 
cancer screening tests. 

s. 1381 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
McCAIN] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1381, a bill to amend chapter 71 of 
title 10, United States Code, to permit 
retired members of the Armed Forces 
who have a service-connected disabil
ity to receive military retired pay con
currently with disability compensa
tion. 

s. 1578 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BOREN] and the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. ROBB] were added as cospon
sors of S. 1578, a bill to recognize and 
grant a Federal charter to the Military 
Order of World Wars. 

s. 1830 

At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID] and the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. MCCONNELL] were added as co
sponsors of S. 1830, a bill to require 
Senators and Members of the House of 
Representatives to pay for medical 
services provided by the Office of the 
Attending Physician, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 1927 

At the request of Mr. D' AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1927, a bill to authorize the 
Secretary of Agriculture to carry out a 
grant program to increase the inter
national competitiveness of the forest 
products industries in the United 
States, and for other purposes. 
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s. 2023 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. WIRTH] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2023, a bill to provide for the ad
mission of the State of New Columbia 
into the Union. 

s. 2106 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2106, a bill to grant a Federal 
charter to the Fleet Reserve Associa
tion. 

S.2112 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2112, a bill to amend the Commu
nications Act of 1934 to encourage com
petition in the provision of electronic 
information services, to foster the con
tinued diversity of information sources 
and services, to preserve the uni versa! 
availability of basic telecommuni
cations services, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 2117 

At the request of Mr. SASSER, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GORE] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2117, a bill to ensure proper service 
to the public by the Social Security 
Administration by providing for proper 
budgetary treatment of Social Security 
administrative expenses. 

s. 2167 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
his name was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2167, a bill to restrict trade and 
other relations with the Republic of 
Azerbaijan. 

s. 2201 

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BOREN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2201, a bill to authorize the admis
sion to the United States of certain sci
entists of the Commonwealth of Inde
pendent States as employment-based 
immigrants under the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 2204 

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, 
the name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. LEAHY] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2204, a bill to amend title 23, Unit
ed States Code, to repeal the provisions 
relating to penalties with respect to 
grants to States for safety belt and mo
torcycle helmet traffic safety pro
grams. 

s. 2205 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
names of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] and the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. DECONCINI] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2205, a bill to amend 
the Public Health Service Act to pro
vide for the establishment or support 
by States of registries regarding can
cer, to provide for a study regarding 
the elevated rate of mortality for 

breast cancer in certain States, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 2239 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] and the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. DECONCINI] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2239, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
provide additional safeguards to pro
tect taxpayer rights. 

s. 2290 

At the request of Mr. WIRTH, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
METZENBAUM] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2290, a bill to require public dis
closure of examination reports of cer
tain failed depository institutions. 

s. 2327 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2327, a bill to suspend certain 
compliance and accountability meas
ures under the National School Lunch 
Act. 

s. 2328 

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
name of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
MACK] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2328, a bill to provide that for tax

able years beginning before 1980 the 
Federal income tax deductibility of 
flight training expenses shall be deter
mined without regard to whether such 
expenses were reimbursed through cer
tain veterans educational assistance 
allowances. 

s. 2357 

At the request of Mr. DOMENIC!, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2357, a bill to reduce and control 
the Federal deficit. 

s. 2361 

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 
of the Senator from California [Mr. 
SEYMOUR] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2361, a bill to enhance the competi
tiveness of United States processed and 
high-value agricultural products in ex
port markets and expand domestic em
ployment opportunities. 

s. 2389 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. ROTH] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2389, a bill to extend until January 1, 
1999, the existing suspension of duty on 
Tamoxifen citrate. 

s. 2413 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2413, a .bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2414 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 

Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2414, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2415 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2415, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2416 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2416, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2417 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2417, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2418 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado · [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2418, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2419 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2419, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2420 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2420, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2421 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2421, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2422 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
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cosponsors of S. 2422, a bill to approve the President's rescission proposals submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
the President's recsission proposals submitted to the Congress on March 20, 1992. 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 1992. 
1992. 

s. 2423 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2423, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2424 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S . 2424, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2425 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2425, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2426 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2426, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2427 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2427, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2428 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2428, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2429 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2429, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
s.ubmitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2430 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2430, a bill to approve 

s. 2431 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2431, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2432 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2432, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2433 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2433, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2434 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2434, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2435 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2435, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2436 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2436, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2437 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2437, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2438 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado (Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2438, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 

s. 2439 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2439, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2440 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2440, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2441 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2441, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2442 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2442, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2443 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2443, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2444 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. BROWN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2444, a bill to approve the Presi
dent's rescission proposals submitted 
to the Congress on March 20, 1992. 

s. 2445 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2445, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2446 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2446, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2447 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp-
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shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2447, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2448 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2448, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2449 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2449, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2450 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2450, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2451 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2451, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2452 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2452, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2453 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2453, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2454 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2454, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2455 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 

Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2455, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2456 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2456, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2457 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2457, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2458 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2458, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2459 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2459, z. bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2460 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2460, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2461 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and. the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2461, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2462 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2462, a bill to a,pprove 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2463 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 

cosponsors of S. 2463, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2464 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2464, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2465 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2465, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2466 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from· 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2466, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2467 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2467, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2468 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2468, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2469 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2469, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. '2470 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2470, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2471 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2471, a bill to approve 
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the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2472 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2472, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2473 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2473, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2474 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2474, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2475 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2475, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2476 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2476, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2477 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2477, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2478 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2478, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2479 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2479, a bill to approve 
the President's rescission proposals 

submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

s. 2480 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2480, a bill to approve · 
the President's rescission proposals 
submitted to the Congress on March 20, 
1992. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 35 

At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. BINGAMAN] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 35, a 
joint resolution proposing an amend
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States relative to contributions and ex
penditures intended to affect Congres
sional and Presidential elections. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 166 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KERRY] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 166, a joint 
resolution designating the week of Oc
tober 6 through 12, 1991, as "National 
Customer Service Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 226 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 
of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
CONRAD] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 226, a joint 
resolution designating the week of Jan
uary 4, 1992, through January 10, 1992, 
as "Braille Literacy Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 230 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. SPECTER], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. DOLE], and the Sen
ator from Ohio [Mr. GLENN] were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 230, a joint resolution providing 
for the issuance of a stamp to com
memorate the Women's Army Corps. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 231 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
name of the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
GRAMM] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 231, a joint 
resolution to designate the month of 
May 1992, as "National Foster Care 
Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 248 

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIXON], and the Senator from Connecti
cut [Mr. DODD] were added as cospon
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 248, a 
joint resolution designating August 7, 
1992, as "Battle of Guadalcanal Re
membrance Day.'' 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 251 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the names of the Senator from Califor
nia [Mr. CRANSTON], the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR], the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN], the Sen-

ator from Delawar~ [Mr. ROTH], the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
CONRAD], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN], the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. DODD], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. ADAMS], and the Sen
ator from Washington [Mr. GORTON] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 251, a joint resolution 
to designate the month of May 1992 as 
"National Huntington's Disease Aware
ness Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 252 

At the request of Mr. DIXON, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas 
[Mrs. KASSEBAUM], the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. DODD], the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE], the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN], the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. BROWN], and the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. NUNN] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
252, a joint resolution designating the 
week of April 19-25, 1992, as "National 
Credit Education Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 257 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] was added as 
a cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
257, a joint resolution to designate the 
month of June 1992, as "National 
Scleroderma Awareness.'' 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 261 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
names of the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. THURMOND], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. ROBB], the 
Senator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI], 
the Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSE
BAUM], and the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIXON] were added as cosponsors 
of Senate Joint Resolution 261, a joint 
resolution to designate April 9, 1992, as 
a "Day of Filipino Worid War II Veter-
ans." · 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 266 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
names of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. BROWN], the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SPECTER], the Senator 
from California [Mr. SEYMOUR]. the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTEN
BERG], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
DANFORTH], and the Senator from Alas
ka [Mr. MURKOWSKI] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
266, a joint resolution designating the 
week of April 26-May 2, 1992, as "Na
tional Crime Victims' Rights Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 273 

At the request of Mr. SEYMOUR, the 
names of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. BROWN], the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER], and 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
THURMOND] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 273, a joint 
resolution to designate the week com
mencing June 21, 1992, as "National 
Sheriffs' Week." 
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 274 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the 
names of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. BOND], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE], the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
LIEBERMAN], the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. WELLSTONE], the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. DURENBERGER]' 
and the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
EXON] were added as cosponsors of Sen
ate Joint Resolution 274, a joint resolu
tion to designate April 9, 1992, as 
"Child Care Worthy Wage Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 277 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
DOLE], and the Senator from California 
[Mr. SEYMOUR] were added as cospon
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 277, a 
joint resolution to designate May 13, 
1992, as "Irish Bdgade Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 279 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DODD], the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. S·rEVENS], the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. BROWN], the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. WELLSTONE], and 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 279, a joint 
resolution designating April 14, 1992, as 
"Education and Sharing Day, U.S.A." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 282 

At the request of Mr. BOREN, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEVIN] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 282, a joint 
resolution to provide for the expedi
tious disclosure of records relevant to 
the assassination of President John F . 
Kennedy. 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of Sen
ate Joint Resolution 282, supra. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 57 

At the request of Mr. DOMENIC!, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
GARN] was added as a cosponsor of Sen
ate Concurrent Resolution 57, a concur
rent resolution to establish a Joint 
Committee on the Organization of Con
gress. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 97 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS], the Senator from Nevv 
York [Mr. D'AMATO], the Senator from 
New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN], the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], the Sen
ator from Montana [Mr. BUI~NS], the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. GARN], the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH], the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE], the 
Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
COCHRAN] , the · Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. McCAIN], the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS], 'the Senator 
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from Tennessee [Mr. SASSER], the Sen
ator from Ohio [Mr. GLENN], the Sen
ator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM], and 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 97, a concurrent 
resolution to commemorate the 50th 
anniversary of the Battle of Midway. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 99 

At the request of Mr. PELL, the 
names of the Senator from California 
[Mr. CRANSTON] and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WOFFORD] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Concur
rent Resolution 99, a concurrent reso
lution expressing the sense of the Con
gress concerning travel to Taiwan. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 249 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN], the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. BROWN], and the Senator 
from California [Mr. SEYMOUR] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu
tion 249, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the United 
States should seek a final and conclu
sive account of the whereabouts and 
definitive fate of Raoul Wallenberg. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 273 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of Sen
ate Resolution 273, a resolution to 
amend the Standing Rules of the Sen
ate to provide guidance to Members of 
the Senate, and their employees, in dis
charging the representative function of 
Members with respect to communica
tions from petitioners. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
The following additional cosponsors 

were added on April 1, 1992: 
s. 4 

At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID], the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SHELBY], and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. FOWLER] were added as cosponsors 
of S. 4, a bill to amend titles IV, V, and 
XIX of the Social Security Act to es
tablish innovative child welfare and 
family support services in order to 
strengthen families and avoid place
ment in foster care, to promote the de
velopment of comprehensive substance 
abuse programs for pregnant women 
and caretaker relatives with children, 
to provide improved delivery of health 
care services to low-income children, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 588 

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 588, a bill to amend the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986 with respect 
to the tax treatment of certain cooper
ative service organizations of private 
and community foundations. 

s. 911 

At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 

911, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to expand the availability 
of comprehensive primary and prevent
ative care for pregnant women, infants 
and children and to provide grants for 
home-visiting services for at-risk fami
lies, to amend the Head Start Act to 
provide Head Start services to all eligi
ble children by the year 1994, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 972 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. LAUTENBERG] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 972, . a bill to amend the 
Social Security Act to add a new title 
under such Act to provide assistance to 
States in providing services to support 
informal caregivers of individuals with 
functional limitations. 

s. 1002 

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GRASSLEY] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1002, a bill to impose a criminal pen
alty for flight to avoid payment of ar
rearages in child support. 

s. 1372 

At the request of Mr. GORE, the name 
of the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1372, a bill to amend the Federal 
Communications Act of 1934 to prevent 
the loss of existing spectrum to Ama
teur Radio Service. 

s. 1557 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN] was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 1557, a bill to improve 
the implementation and enforcement 
of the Federal cleanup program. 

s. 1614 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
SYMMS] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1614, a bill to amend the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973 to revise and extend the 
program regarding independent living 
services for older blind individuals, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 1691.l 

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1698, a bill to establish a National Fall
en Firefighters Foundation. 

s. 1755 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas [Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1755, a bill to reform the conces
sions policies of the National Park 
Service, and for other purposes. 

s. 1786 

At the request of Mr. BAucus, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. BROWN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1786, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to more accu
rately codify the depreciable life of 
semiconductor manufacturing equip
ment. 
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s. 1830 

At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DODD] and the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. ROBB] were added as cospon
sors of S. 1830, a bill to require Sen
ators and Members of the House of 
Representatives to pay for medical 
services provided by the Office of the 
Attending Physician, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 1838 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
names of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator from Wash
ington [Mr. ADAMS], the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. SHELBY], the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], and 
the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1838, a 
bill to amend title XVIII of the Social 
Security Act to provide for a limita
tion on use of claim sampling to deny 
claims or recover overpayments under 
Medicare. 

s. 1970 

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, 
the name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1970, a bill to expedite the nat
uralization of aliens who served with 
special guerilla units in Laos. 

s. 2083 

At the request of Mr. SYMMS, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2083, a bill to provide for an 
extension of regional referral center 
classifications, and for other purposes. 

s. 2084 

At the request of Mr. SYMMS, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2084, a bill to provide for a 
minimum Medicare payment level of 90 
percent for rural referral centers allow
able capital-related costs. 

s. 2106 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2106, a bill to grant a Federal 
charter to the Fleet Reserve Associa
tion. 

s. 2109 

At the request of Mr. BAucus, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D' AMATO], and the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. SMITH] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2109, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
permit certain entities to elect taxable 
years other than taxable years required 
by the Tax Reform Act of 1986, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 2174 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
names of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. BINGAMAN], the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. DODD], the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM], the Senator 
from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI], the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], and 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. WIRTH] 

were added as cosponsors of S. 2174, a 
bill to prohibit the provision to Mem
bers and employees of Congress, at 
Government expense, of services and 
other benefits that are not typical ben
efits of employment or are not other
wise necessary to the performance of 
their office. 

s. 2239 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR,. the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
[Ms. MIKULSKI] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2239, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide ad
ditional safeguards to protect taxpayer 
rights. 

s. 2244 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
names of the Senator from California 
[Mr. CRANSTON], and the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. COCHRAN] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2244, a bill to re
quire the construction of a memorial 
on Federal land in the District of Co-
1 umbia or its environs to honor mem
bers of the Armed Forces who served in 
World War II and to commemorate U.S. 
participation in that conflict. 

s. 2319 

At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 2319, a bill to require 
analysis and estimates of the likely 
impact of Federal legislation and regu
lations upon the private sector and 
State and local governments, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 2388 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
DOLE] and the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] were added as cospon
sors of S. 2388, a bill to provide for a 
Democracy Corps to mobilize and co
ordinate the expertise and resources of 
United States citizens in providing tar
geted assistance to support the devel
opment of democratic institutions and 
free market economies in the former 
Soviet Republics and the Baltic States. 

s. 2481 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 2481, a bill to amend the 
Indian Health Care Improvement Act 
to authorize appropriations for Indian 
heal th programs, and for other pur-
poses. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 148 

At the request of Mr. BRYAN, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID] was added as a cosponsor of Sen
ate Joint Resolution 148, a joint resolu
tion designating October 8, 1991, as 
"National Firefighters Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 166 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
FORD] was added as a cosponsor of Sen
ate Joint Resolution 166, a joint resolu
tion designating the week of October 6 
through 12, 1991, as "National Cus
tomer Service Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 230 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. DASCHLE], the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. DODD], the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON], the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL], 
and the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
SASSER] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 230, a joint 
resolution providing for the issuance of 
a stamp to commemorate the Women's 
Army Corps. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 231 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. KERREY] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 231, a joint 
resolution to designate the month of 
May 1992, as "National Foster Care 
Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 238 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DODD], and the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. GARN] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 238, a joint 
resolution designating the week begin
ning September 21, 1992, as "National 
Senior Softball Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 248 

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] and the Senator from Kansas 
[Mrs. KASSEBAUM] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
248, a joint resolution designating Au
gust 7, 1992, as "Battle of Guadalcanal 
Remembrance Day.'' 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 252 

At the request of Mr. DIXON, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID] and the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] were added as cospon
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 252, a 
joint resolution designating the week 
of April · 19 through 25, 1992, as "Na
tional Credit Education Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 258 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA], the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS], the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. SEYMOUR], the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG], 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. METZEN
BAUM], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PELL], and the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. ADAMS] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
258, a joint resolution designating the 
week commencing May 3, 1992, as "Na
tional Correctional Officers Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 261 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
names of the Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. DASCHLE], the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER], the Sen
ator from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SHEL
BY], the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
LIEBERMAN], the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. JOHNSTON], and the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN] were 
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added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 261, a joint resolution to 
designate April 9, 1992, as a "Day of 
Filipino World War II Veterans." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 262 

At the request of Mr. KASTEN, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BOREN] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 262, a joint 
resolution designating July 4, 1992, as 
"Buy American Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 266 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. GORTON], and the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 266, a joint resolution des
ignating the week of April 26 to May 2, 
1992, as "National Crime Victims' 
Rights Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 270 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
names of the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. DOLE], the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. BROWN], the Sen
ator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], and 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. ROTH] . 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 270, a joint resolution 
to designate August 15, 1992, as "82d 
Airborne Division 50th Anniversary 
Recognition Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 279 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 279, a 
joint resolution designating April 14, 
1992, as "Education and Sharing Day, 
U.S.A." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 62 

At the request of Mr. SEYMOUR, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PELL] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 62, a 
concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of the Congress that the Presi
dent should award the Presidential 
Medal of Freedom to Martha Raye. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 99 

At the request of Mr. PELL, the name 
of the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. SANFORD] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Concurrent Resolution 99, 
a concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of the Congress concerning travel 
to Taiwan. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 109 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
name of the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. FORD] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Resolution 109, a resolution ex
ercising the right of the Senate to 
change the rules of the Senate with re
spect to the "fast track" procedures 
for trade implementation bills. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 277-REL
ATIVE TO LOAN GUARANTEES 
FOR REFUGEE RESETTLEMENT 
IN ISRAEL 
Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, Mr. 

KASTEN, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. DODD, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. WOFFORD, Mr. DUREN
BERGER, Mr. MACK, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. GORTON, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. 
ADAMS, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. KERREY, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. ROBB, Mr. MOY
NIHAN, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
PRESSLER, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. NICK
LES, Mr. BROWN, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. COATS, 
Mr. GRAMM, Mr. GORE, Mr. PELL, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. COCHRAN, and Mr. HATCH) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 277 
Whereas the United States has a long

standing policy of supporting free emigra
tion for people living in the former Soviet 
Union; 

Whereas since 1974 the United States has 
linked nondiscriminatory trade treatment 
(most favored nation status) for the former 
Soviet Union to free emigration through the 
Jackson-Vanik amendment; 

Whereas anti-Semitism continues to be a 
threat to Jews in the former Soviet Union; 

Whereas Israel faces an untenable burden 
in absorbing unprecedented numbers of So
viet refugees; 

Whereas the success of United States pol
icy on human rights regarding the former 
Soviet Union and Ethiopia has resulted in 
approximately 400,000 refugees to Israel since 
1989; 

Whereas the General Accounting Office 
found that "Israel appears to have a reason
able basis for estimating that about one mil
lion Soviet immigrants will arrive during 
the current immigration wave, which began 
in late 1989"; 

Whereas the General Accounting Office 
found that "if the Congress authorizes the 
$10,000,000,000 in loan guarantees requested 
by the Israeli Government, the Israeli Gov
ernment will likely be able to fully service 
its external debt and to continue its past 
record of payment"; and 

Whereas the Government of Israel has 
agreed to pay origination fees for loan guar
antees so that the guarantees will not result 
in any cost to the United States taxpayer: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that the United States Government should 
support appropriate loan guarantees to Is
rael for refugee absorption. 

SENATE 
ATIVE 
QUOTAS 

RESOLUTION 
TO STEEL 

278-REL
IMPORT 

Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself, Mr. 
WOFFORD, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER) sub
mitted the following resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance: 

S. RES. 278 
Whereas the steel industry and its 200,000 

employees are vital to America's economy; 
Whereas over the past decade American 

steel mills and American steelworkers have 

invested resources, time, and effort to suc
cessfully modernize much of America's steel 
industry; 

Whereas the voluntary restraint agree
ments on foreign steel imports to the United 
States have helped the domestic steel indus
try modernize and improve its competitive
ness; 

Whereas United States trade laws are im
portant as a last resort for steel makers 
threatened by foreign steel imports; 

Whereas there are ongoing negotiations for 
a new international steel agreement; 

Whereas a fair and enforceable inter
national steel trade agreement is the best 
method for dealing with the steel trade; and 

Whereas the Steel Import Stabilization 
Act expired on March 31, 1992: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that-

(1) the President should expeditiously con
clude a fair and enforceable multilateral 
steel agreement; 

(2) the President should continue the bilat
eral arrangements limiting the export of 
steel products to the United States until a 
multilateral steel agreement is concluded; 
and 

(3) the President should maintain the 
strength and integrity of trade relief laws of 
the United States, especially the provisions 
relating to antidumping and countervailing 
duties. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak up for America's steel
workers. Steelworkers helped build 
this country, and I want to make sure 
they can keep building in the next cen
tury. That's why I'm introducing a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution to sup
port American steel. 

Over the past 8 years, America has 
given our steel industry a breather 
from unfair imports-and that has been 
good for everyone. American steel has 
modernized under quotas. They have 
spent billions of dollars to be competi
tive, and our workers now compete 
with anyone in the world. Costs are 
down and prices are down and produc
tivity is up-so it's pretty clear that 
quotas have worked. 

I've been a big supporter of using 
Government quotas-or voluntary re
straint agreements-to help our steel 
industry get back on its feet. I've also 
fought for tougher U.S. trade laws for 
steel and other industries. We need 
those trade laws to defend our workers 
against subsidized and dumped low
priced imports. And I'm not going to 
stand by and let the administration 
drop quotas or weaken our trade laws. 

Just last night, President Bush let 
America's quotas on foreign steel im
ports expire. That means our steel 
mills don't have any Government pro
tection and thousands of our workers 
are left vulnerable to unfair foreign 
imports. I think it's time to stand up 
for American workers and protect 
American steel. 

That's why I'm introducing this 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution in sup
port of the steel industry. My resolu
tion endorses a new international trade 
agreement-or M.S.A.-and getting it 
soon. 
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But it also says we need to keep our 

quotas until we get that agreement. 
Quotas have worked, and we shouldn't 
abandon them until we have a good re
placement. America needs a plan for 
steel, and we can't just abandon quotas 
while we wait for bureaucrats to work 
out a deal. 

My resolution also says that America 
should keep our strong trade laws, not 
give them away in any international so 
called free trade deal. A new steel 
agreement should look out for Ameri
ca's interests-and our interests in
clude keeping trade laws that work. 

We need a plan to make sure that our 
steel industry won't be forgotten. So 
let's keep up the V.R.A.'s until we get 
a new international steel agreement. 
And let's not give up our trade protec
tion laws to the ideals of free trade. 
Let's put America back to work and 
put our Government back on the side 
of our workers and our businesses. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article from yesterday's 
New York Times be included in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Mar. 31, 1992] 
AN INDUSTRIAL COMEBACK STORY: U.S. IS 

COMPETING AGAIN IN STEEL 

(By Jonathan P. Hicks) 
The American steel industry, long a sym

bol of decay in industrial America, has un
dergone a transformation in the last decade 
that has drastically sharpened the industry's 
competitive position. 

Now, after the Government has provided a 
decade of protection from imported steel, the 
Bush Administration has decided not to ex
tend quotas on imported steel that expire 
today. The move reflects the industry's im
proved condition and the Administration's 
preference for using existing laws to fight 
what it sees as unfair trade practices. 

American steelmakers have so improved 
their productivity that the industry now 
often rivals-and in ways outperforms-it 
competitors in Germany and Japan. Japa
nese auto makers, like Toyota, Honda and 
Subaru, are using American steel in their 
plants in the United States. 

Thanks partly to the lower value of the 
dollar, foreign steel shipments into the Unit
ed States have fallen in recent years to the 
point that they are below the limit the Gov
ernment had set. And the industry's bell
wether efficiency measure~the man-hours 
needed to produce a ton-is at a record level. 

Exports, which in the last 20 years have 
rarely accounted for more than 2 percent of 
all the steel shipped from American mills, 
soared last year to 6.3 million tons, or about 
8 percent. And customers contend that the 
quality of American steel is better than ever, 
comparable with that from foreign 
steelmakers. 

QUALITY AND EFFICIENCY 

"The steel made in the United States is 
equal in quality to steel made anywhere in 
the world now," said James M. Glazebrook, 
director of the General Electric Company's 
trading operation. "And the industry is now 
being recognized more and more throughout 
the world, not only for having top quality, 
but for being among the best in the world in 

efficiency. You could never have said that 15 
years ago." 

Trade protectionism gets some credit for 
the comeback of the big steelmakers, but so 
does domestic competition from low-cost 
nonunion mini-mills that pushed the big 
mills to change their ways. The value of the 
dollar played a big role, too. When the dollar 
was strong in the mid-80's, American produc
ers recognized that they had to become more 
efficient to block inroads by imported steel. 
When the dollar later weakened, foreign 
steel prices rose and imports fell. 

Over all, the effectiveness of protectionist 
measures is mixed. Protection has been a 
boon to some industries, like motorcycle 
makers, who have been rejuvenated after 
four years of tariffs on foreign makes, but it 
has backfired for the automobile industry, 
where Japanese manufacturers got around 
the import limits by building plants in the 
United States and capturing still more mar
ket share from Detroit. 

The steel import quotas "have been an im
portant help to the industry's recovery," 
said the Rev. William T. Hogan, a professor 
of economics at Fordham University and the 
author of a number of books on the steel in
dustry. "The agreements have given them an 
opportunity to catch up." He added that the 
steel industry spent $23 billion in the 1980's 
to modernize plants and buy efficient equip
ment. Some of the money came in the form 
of joint ventures with Japanese and Korean 
steel companies. "Without the agreements," 
Father Hogan said, "we would have a high 
influx of imports, and I doubt they would 
have been able to invest as much." 

The decision by the Administration, which 
was confirmed yesterday by Gary R. Edson, 
the general counsel for the Office of the 
United States Trade Representative, sug
gests that American trade negotiators and 
some steel industry executives would prefer 
to open the market to steel imports but 
would insist that foreign governments com
mit themselves to wiping out subsidies for 
foreign steelmakers. 

TRYING TO CURTAIL RELIANCE ON QUOTAS 

The Administration is negotiating in Gene
va for a multilateral agreement with steel
producing nations, hoping to determine lev
els of imports through a more flexible policy 
centered not on import quotas but on re
stricting government subsidies. 

''The foreign producers are not using their 
quotas, and demand in the United States is 
down," said John I. Griffin, president of the 
Maurice Pincoffs Company, a Houston-based 
steel-trading company that buys both do
mestic and imported steel. 

Mr. Griffin, who is also president of the 
American Association for International 
Steel, said the voluntary-restraint agree
ments that produced the steel- quotas were 
"designed to give the American steel indus
try time to catch up with foreign steel." He 
added, "But the industry in the United 
States is certainly catching up, if it has not 
caught up already." 

American steelmakers still have weapons 
for trade battles. They can file legal cases 
against foreign producers accusing them of 
selling steel below cost or of benefiting from 
government subsidies; several of these legal 
cases have already been prepared. 

EXERCISING THEIR OPTIONS 

"We have to do whatever we have to do to 
protest unfair trade practices," said Frank 
W. Luerssen, chairman and chief executive of 
Inland Steel Industries, the nation's fourth
largest steel company. Under the terms of 
the steel import limits, American steel com-

panies had given up some rights to battle the 
pricing practices of foreign steel manufac
turers. 

Despite the emergence of big steel compa
nies as more efficient, trimmer operations, 
they are still plagued by the effects of con
tinued overcapacity. There is more steel 
than demand, and that has caused prices
and prof! ts-to remain in the doldrums. In 
fact, a ton of the sheet steel that goes into 
cars is priced at about $440 now, compared 
with $504 in 1980. And while the lower cost of 
producing steel has meant that steelmakers 
have profited in good times-the six largest 
producers earned $1.2 billion in the robust 
economy of 1989-they have been ravaged by 
economic downturns and those same compa
nies lost a combined $2.3 billion last year. 

A PARTIAL COMEBACK AT A CLASSIC BIG MILL 

Nowhere have the industry's changes been 
more pronounced than in Gary. Ind., where 
the USX Corporation operates a sprawling 
plant along a five-mile strip on the shores of 
Lake Michigan. For decades, the mill oper
ated by the company-formerly known as 
United States Steel-epitomized the vastness 
of big steel. Whatever steel product a cus
tomer desired could be manufactured here, 
from nails to railroad tracks to sheets for 
automobile hoods. 

The Gary Works, or the Big Mill as it was 
known inside the company, is still the larg
est steel plant in North America, but it has 
shrunk considerably. At one time in the 
1970's, more than 28,000 people worked here; 
today there are fewer than 8,000 employees. 
In earlier decades, the Gary plant housed ev
erything from a hospital, a railroad and ace
ment plant to a factory that made bridge 
parts. But now, most of that has been closed 
or sold, scores of buildings are empty or were 
demolished and much of the sites 3,400 acres 
sit idle. 

A SHRUNKEN PRODUCT LIST 

The mill's production is now confined prin
cipally to two types of steel: flat-rolled steel 
used in automobiles and appliances, and 
plate steel used in construction and in heavy 
machinery. 

What is made here, however, is produced 
more efficiently than ever. At the Gary 
Works, it takes 2.7 man-hours to produce a 
ton of steel, compared with a USX average of 
3.6, and 7.1 man-hours 10 years ago. The na
tional average for the steel industry is about 
five hours a ton. With the opening last fall of 
a new caster that converts molten steel into 
slabs, the Gary plant now produces all its 
steel by the more cost-efficient continuous 
casting method rather than the conventional 
method of producing steel from ingots. 

The big plant is primarily a maker of sheet 
used for automobiles and appliances, tin for 
food and beverage cans and plates for con
struction and shipbuilding. 

LABOR AND MANAGERS MAKE ADJUSTMENTS 

After a bruising labor dispute that shut the 
plant for six months in late 1986 and early 
1987, relations between the union and man
agement have become noticeably less hos
tile. A steelworker here is no longer confined 
to one specific duty, like pipefitting. Work
ers in the highly automated and computer
ized plant are likely to be assigned to teams 
to discuss their tasks and determine more ef
ficient ways of working. 

"I would say we've seen a complete turn
around from the way things used to be," said 
Cary B. Kranz, president of Local 1066 of the 
United Steelworkers union here. Mr. Kranz 
whose father worked at United States Steel 
and was also president of the local, said that 
union members have a far greater role now 
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in making decisions. "They now involve 
union people and make us feel that we are a 
part of something," Mr. Kranz said. "They 
meet with us and they recognize that we 
have all the knowledge in the world within 
these gates. It's not happening as fast as we 
would like, but it is happening." 

Analysts and steel industry historians sug
gest that the changes in Gary mirror the 
changes in the industry as a whole. The 5.3 
man-hours per ton for the steel industry in 
the United States compares with 5.4 in 
Japan, and 5.6 in both Germany and Britain, 
according to statistics by the WEF A Group, 
a consulting firm in Bala-Cynwyd, Pa. And 
the American figures look even better when 
compared with 6.4 manhours a ton in Sou th 
Korea, 7.2 in Taiwan and 8.9 in Brazil. 

GLOBAL FACTORS GET MORE EMPHASIS 
In part, analysts attribute the changes in 

the mills to a new generation of steel man
agers whose views have been shaped by glob
al competition in the steel business and a 
proliferation of joint ventures between 
American steel companies and partners from 
Japan and Korea. In fact, a total of $3 billion 
of foreign capital mostly from Japan and 
Korea has been invested in the American 
steel industry. Many American executives 
have been exposed to foreign steel compa
nies' methods of operation and iabor rela
tions. 

"Many American managers, particularly 
the younger ones, have started to criticize 
themselves now rather than blindly defend 
themselves," said Kiichi Mochizuki, presi
dent of the United States arm of the Nisshin 
Steel Company of Japan. "And that is 
healthy. It is the first step to improvement. 
They are developing the courage to say that 
they have problems and that they need to be 
attacked." 

While the large steel companies have 
scaled down, their smaller competitors, the 
mini-mills, have become far more significant 
challengers, having systematically usurped 
markets once dominated by big steel. These 
mini-mills, with names like Nucor, Bir
mingham Steel and Oregon Steel, typically 
operate with far lower costs because they 
melt scrap to produce steel and have largely 
nonunion work forces with wages about a 
third lower than those of the unionized steel
workers at the big mills. 

BIG PLAYERS LEARN NOTHING IS SACRED 
Mini-mill companies, too, are gradually 

changing the competitive balance of the in
dustry. Once these smaller companies were 
confined to producing such lower-quality 
items as reinforcement bars for concrete 
used in highways and bridges and material 
for fences, wires and nails. Today, they have 
a virtual lock on items like beams that sup
port buildings. And some are moving toward 
the big companies' bread and butter: the 
flat-rolled steel used in automobiles and ap
pliance parts. As a result, big steel compa
nies consider the mini-mills to be as much a 
competitive threat as foreign steel is, per
haps even more so. 

"Nothing is sacred any more as far as the 
big integrated steel companies' nonopoly," 
said John Jacobson, an analyst with AUS 
Consultants in Philadelphia. "Mini-mills had 
to get into different pastures to continue 
their growth, and flat-rolled steel is the new 
area of opportunity." 

The importance of steel produced by these 
smaller steel companies has grown sharply. 
In 1980, the five largest steel producers ac
counted for more than 60 percent of all of the 
domestic industry's shipments. By 1990, that 
figure had dropped to slightly more than 40 

percent. And mini-mills now account for 
about 21 percent of domestic consumption, 
slightly more than the 18 percent accounted 
for by imported steel. 

Unlike big steel, mini~mills have weath
ered the current economic recession 
robustly. Last year, the six largest steel pro
ducers posted operating losses of about $27 
for every ton of steel they shipped, nearly $1 
billion. But the 10 largest mini-mill compa
nies earned, on average, $10 a ton, or about 
$100 million. 

Some in the industry contend that the big 
American steel producers will bounce back 
with vigor once the economy rebounds, not
ing that despite the improvement in effi
ciency, steel remains a highly cyclical busi
ness. "They will always have ups and 
downs," Mr. Jacobson said. "But, because of 
the improvements among the big steel com
panies, their ups will be a little brighter, and 
they will be able to sustain themselves bet
ter during the down periods." 
•Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I am 
dismayed that the steel voluntary re
straint agreements [VRA's] have ex
pired and this administration has no 
plan for the steel industry. 

The President has had 2¥2 years to 
negotiate a multilateral agreement 
that would brin.g ~bout global, market
based trade in steel. We have no such 
agreement and we have no VRA's-our 
only recourse is the trade laws, which 
our trading partners are working to 
dismantle through the GATT negotia
tions. 

The steel industry is the heart of our 
Nation's manufacturing strength. It's 
also a model for businesses willing to 
rise to meet the challenges of a grow
ing global economy. As the New York 
Times said yesterday, steel is "an in
dustrial comeback story." It is un
thinkable that we should send our steel 
industry and steelworkers a message 
that their hard work was for nothing, 
that we in Washington are going to sit 
back and watch while subsidized for
eign steel is dumped on the U.S. mar
ket, capturing the market share they 
have worked so hard to regain. 

A strong multilateral agreement that 
preserves our trade laws would be in 
everybody's best interest, and the steel 
industry supports such an agreement. I 
encourage the President to maintain 
the strength of our trade laws while 
continuing these negotiations. How
ever, until a multilateral agreement is 
reached the VRA's should be extended. 
I support this resolution and I com
mend it to my colleagues.• 

SENATE RESOLUTION 279-REL
ATIVE TO PROVISION OF UNNEC
ESSARY OR IN APPROPRIATE 
SERVICES TO MEMBERS AND 
EMPLOYEES OF THE SENATE 
Mr. DASCHEL (for himself, Mr. 

BINGAMAN, Mr. DODD, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
Mr. METZENBAUM, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. WIRTH, and Mr. WOFFORD) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration: 

S. RES. 279 
Resolved, 

SECTION 1. COMMISSION ON SENATE PER
QUISITES. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 
the Commission on Senate Perquisites (re
ferred to as the "Commission"). 

(b) DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION.-It shall be 
the duty of the Commission to review the re
port of the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper 
of the Senate described in section 2(b) and 
other sources of pertinent information and 
to submit to the Senate a report described in 
section 2(c). 

(c) MEMBERS.-(1) The Commission shall be 
composed of 3 members appointed by the ma
jority leader, 1 of whom the majority leader 
shall designate as chair, . and 3 members ap
pointed by the minority leader of the Senate. 

(2) The membership of the Commission 
shall not include officers or employees of the 
Federal Government or of a State or local 
government. 

(d) TRAVEL EXPENSES.-Members of the 
Commission shall be reimbursed for travel, 
subsistence, and other necessary expenses in
curred by them in the performance of their 
duties. 

(e) HEARINGS AND MEETINGS.-The Commis
sion or, on authorization of the Commission, 
a member of the Commission, may hold such 
hearings, sit and act at such times and 
places, take such testimony, and receive 
such evidence as the Commission considers 
appropriate. The Commission or a member of 
the Commission may administer oaths or af
firmations to witnesses appearing before it. 

(f) OFFICIAL DATA.-The Commission may 
secure directly from any Federal department 
or agency information necessary to enable it 
to carry out its duties under this Resolution. 
Upon request of the chair of the Commission, 
the head of a Federal department or agency 
shall furnish such information, consistent 
with law, to the Commission. 

(g) FACILITIES AND SUPPORT SERVICES.
The Committee on Rules and Administration 
shall provide to the Commission on a non
reimbursable basis such facilities and sup
port services as the Commission may re
quest. 

(h) TERMINATION.-The Commission shall 
cease to exist on the date that is 30 days 
after the date on which it submits its report 
under section 2(c) 
SEC. 2. PROHIBITION OF UNNECESSARY OR INAP· 

PROPRIATE SERVICES AND OTHER 
BENEFITS. 

(a) PROHIBITION .-A member or employee of 
the Senate may not receive from any office, 
officer, employee, or other entity in the Con
gress or in a department or agency of the 
United States a service or other benefit, at 
Government expenses or at a discounted 
cost, except such a service or other benefit 
as-

(1) is of a kind and in an amount that is 
provided by employers, not atypically, as 
part of the compensation of their employees; 
or 

(2) is otherwise necessary or appropriate to 
enable the member or employee to perform 
the duties of a member or employee of the 
Senate. 

(b) SURVEY OF SERVICES AND BENEFITS.
Not later than 30 days after the date of adop
tion of this Resolution, the Sergeant at 
Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate shall-

(1) ascertain what services and other bene
fits are available to members and employees 
of the Senate that are not equally available 
to all other persons or are available in or 
near the Senate buildings at below fair mar
ket value; and 
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(2) submit to the Commission a report de

scribing those services and benefits and the 
manner in which each service or other bene
fit contributes to the performance of the du
ties of members and employees of the Sen
ate, if at all. 

(C) REVIEW BY THE COMMISSION.-(!) On re
ceipt of the report described in subsection 
(b), the Commission shall review the services 
and other benefits that are provided to mem
bers and employees of the Senate, respec
tively, in light of-

(A) services and benefits that are provided 
to persons employed in other positions in 
government and in the private sector; 

(B) the differing missions and functions 
that employers of v11rious kinds and employ
ees at various levels of responsibility per
form in the economy and in the governance 
of the Nation; and 

(C) the resources that are available to em
ployers of various kinds to provide those 
services and benefits. 

(2) The Commission may solicit public 
comments, hold hearings, and utilize the 
services of the Library of Congress and other 
legislative branch organizations to deter
mine facts pertinent to its review under 
paragraph (1). 

(d) IDENTIFICATION OF UNNECESSARY SERV
ICES AND BENEFITS.-(1) Not later than 60 
days after receiving the report described in 
subsection (b), the Commission shall submit 
to the majority leader and minority leader of 
the Senate a report proposing introduction 
of a resolution that---

(A) describes each ·service and benefit that 
may properly be made available to members 
and employees of the Senate at Government 
expense because it---

(i) is of a kind and in an amount that is 
provided by public and private sector em
ployers, not atypically, as part of the com
pensation of their employees; or 

(ii) is otherwise necessary or appropriate 
to enable the members and employees to per
form their duties as members and employees 
of the Senate; 

(B) describes each service and benefit that 
may not properly be made .available to mem
bers and employees of the Senate at Govern
ment expense, but may appropriately be 
made available in or near thee Senate build
ings, at the expense of members and employ
ees of the Senate, and provided by employees 
of the Government or by private contractors; 

(C) includes an explanation of each rec
ommendation made pursuant to subpara
graph (A) and (B); and 

(D) directs the appropriate officers of the 
Senate to make arrangements for the provi
sion of the services and other benefits de
scribed in subparagraph (B) at fair market 
value. 

(2) In formulating its report under para
graph (1), the Commission may rely on 
sources of information other than the report 
described in subsection (b). 

(e) lMPLEMENTATION.-Upon receipt in the 
Senate of the report described in subsection 
(d), any member of the Senate may introduce 
a resolution implementing the recommenda
tions of the Commission. Such resolution 
shall not be referred to any Committee. Not 
later than 30 days after such resolution is in
troduced in the Senate, it shall be in order 
for any member of the Senate to call for con
sideration of the resolution on third reading. 
No amendments to such resolution shall be 
in order. 
SEC. 3. PAYMENTS TO REDUCE THE PUBLIC 

DEBT. 
All payments received from members and 

employees of the Senate for services and 

other benefits described in subsection 
(d)(l)(B) that are provided by Government 
employees and all rent or other payments re
ceived from private contractors that provide 
such services and other benefits shall be paid 
into the account described in section 3113(d) 
of title 31, United States Code, to pay down 
the public debt. 
SEC. 4. PAYMENT OUT OF CONTINGENT FUND. 

The expenses of implementing this resolu
tion shall be paid out of the contingent fund 
of the Senate. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

FURTHER CONTINUING APPRO
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1992 

KASTEN (AND BUMPERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1752 

Mr. KASTEN (for himself and Mr. 
BUMPERS) proposed an amendment to 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 456) 
making further continuing appropria
tions for the fiscal year 1992, and for 
other purposes, as follows: 

At the end of the pending resolution, add 
the following new section: 

SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this joint resolution, the following 
appropriation is made: 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
DISASTER LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For an additional amount for the cost of 
direct loans, $82,025,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That these funds 
are available to subsidize additional gross 
obligations for the principal amount of di
rect loans not to exceed $241,748,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the disaster loan program, an addi
tional $25,000,000, which may be transferred 
to and merged with the appropriations for 
"Salaries and expenses". 

Congress hereby designates these amounts 
as emergency requirements pursuant to sec
tion 251(b)(2)(D) of the Budget Enforcement 
Act of 1990. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, NATIONAL 

PARKS AND FORESTS 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce for the public 
that hearings have been scheduled be

. fore the Subcommittee on Public 
Lands, National Parks and Forests of 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

The hearings will take place on 
Wednesday, April 29, 1992, and Thurs
day, April 30, 1992, beginning at 2 p.m. 
in room SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building in Washington, DC. 

The purpose of the hearings is to re
ceive testimony on the following bills 
currently pending before the Sub
committee. The bills are: 

S. 21, to provide for the protection of the 
public lands in the California Desert; 

H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection 
Act of 1991; and 

S. 2393, a bill to designate certain lands in 
the State of California as wilderness, and for 
other purposes. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearings, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, written 
statements or comments may be sub
mitted by sending two copies to the 
Subcommittee on Public Lands, Na
tional Parks and Forests, Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, 304 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash
ington, DC 20510. Although it may not 
be possible to include all materials in 
the printed hearing record, every effort 
wl.ll be made to include as many state
ments as possible. 

For further information regarding 
the hearings, please contact Erica 
Rosenberg or David Brooks of the sub
committee staff at (202) 224-7933. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, April 1, immediately 
following the first rollcall vote after 2, 
to vote on pending noncontroversial 
business items. 

The committee will consider and 
vote on the following nominations: 

NOMINATIONS 
Mr. Thomas R. Pickering, of New Jersey, 

to be Ambassador to India. 
Mr. Edward Joseph Perkins, of Oregon, to 

be the U.S. Representative to the United Na
tions with rank and status of Ambassador, 
and the U.S. Representative in the U.N. Se
curity Council. 

Foreign Service Officers' appointments and 
promotions lists: Mr. George Mu, et al., 
dated March 18, 1992. 

LEGISLATION 
Senate Resolution 258, Simon resolution 

regarding needed action to address the con
tinuing state of war and chaos and the emer
gency humanitarian situation in Somalia, as 
amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, NATIONAL 
PARKS AND FORESTS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Public Lands, National Parks and 
Forests of the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate, 
2 p.m., April 1, 1992, to receive testi
mony on S. 1174, to establish the Cache 
La Poudre River National Water Herit
age Area in the State of Colorado; S. 
1537, to amend the National Trails Sys
tem Act to designate the America dis
covery trail for study to determine the 
feasibility and desirability of its des
ignation as a National Trail; and S. 
1704, to improve the administration 
and management of public lands, Na
tional Forests, units of the National 
Park System, and related areas by im
proving the availability of adequate, 
appropriate, affordable, and cost-effec-
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tive housing for employees needed to 
effectively manage the public lands. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITI'EE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Committee on 
Armed Services be authorized to meet 
on Wednesday, April 1, 1992, at 9:15 
a.m., in open session, to receive testi
mony on the submarine and nuclear 
propulsion industrial base in review of 
the amended defense authorization re
quest for fiscal year 1993 and the future 
year defense plan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Select Commit
tee on Indian Affairs be authorized to 
meet on April 1, 1992, beginning at 9:30 
a.m., in 485 Russell Senate Office Build
ing, on S. 2481, reauthorization of the 
Indian Heal th Care Improvement Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITI'EE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, April 1, at 11:30 a.m. to 
hold an ambassadorial nomination 
hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITI'EE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Committee on 
the Judiciary be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, April 1, 1992, at 2 p.m. to 
hold a hearing on the nomination of 
Edward E. Carnes, to be U.S. circuit 
judge for the 11th circuit, Joseph E. 
Irenas, to be U.S. district judge for the 
eastern district of Virginia, Wayne A. 
Budd, to be Associate Attorney Gen
eral and George J. Terwillinger III, to 
be Deputy Attorney General. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITI'EE ON INTELLGIENCE 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Select Commit
tee on Intelligence be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, April 1, 1992, at 2 p.m. to 
hold a joint open hearing with the 
House Intelligence Committee on Intel
ligence Reorganization. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
be authorized to meet during the ses
sion of the Senate Wednesday, April 1, 
1992, at 10 a.m. to conduct a hearing on 
the condition of the banking industry, 
the bank insurance fund, and its treat
ment in the President's budget. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

CHRONICLE OF 
CATION STORY 
SCHOLARSHIPS 

HIGHER EDU
ON MINORITY 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, 20 of my 
colleagues recently joined me in asking 
the Department of Education not to 
adopt its proposed policy on minority 
scholarships. A recent article in the 
Chronicle of Higher Education shows 
that we are not alone in concluding 
that the policy is wrong-headed. At 
least 74 of the comments submitted 
emphasized the importance of allowing 
minority scholarships in order to pro
mote campus diversity or to reverse 
the effects of past discrimination or 
underrepresentation. For example, Do
lores Cross, the president of Chicago 
State University, notes that minority 
scholarships, while a small part of the 
overall financial aid that is available, 
are an important welcome mat, encour
aging students who might not other
wise apply for college. 

I ask that the article be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
U.S. PROPOSAL TO BAR MINORITY SCHOLAR

SHIPS DRAWS HEAVILY NEGATIVE RESPONSE 
FROM ACADEME 

(By Scott Jaschik) 
WASHINGTON.-Education Secretary Lamar 

Alexander's proposed rules to bar most mi
nority scholarships appear to satisfy very 
few people. 

Last week was the deadline for the public 
to comment on the proposed regulations. Of 
the 111 responses (excluding those submitted 
as part of a high-school class assignment) 
only 14 endorsed the Secretary's plan. 

A total of 74 groups and individuals wrbte 
to say that colleges should be allowed to re
strict some scholarships to members of cer
tain ethnic or racial groups. An additional 19 
responses criticized Mr. Alexander for not 
going far enough to eliminate minority 
scholarships, and 4 took no clear position on 
the regulations. 

IMPASSIONED DEBATE 
Debate about the issue continued to be im

passioned. Supporters of minority scholar
ship wrote that abolishing the awards would 
encourage black and Hispanic students from 
going to college. Dolores E. Cross, p_resident 
of Chicago State University, wrote: "It is 
true that many minority students would 
qualify for scholarships on the basis of need. 
However, after reading about the proposed 
elimination of minority-targeted scholar
ships, will those students take the trouble to 
apply for financial aid? Or for admission to 
college?" 

Critics of minority scholarships argued 
that the awards violated federal anti-bias 
laws and actually hurt minority students. 
Robert E. Kribel, vice-president for academic 
affairs at Jacksonville State University, 
wrote: "It is counterproductive to imple
ment financial aid policies which focus on 
racial re ethnic differences. Much of the in
tolerance on campuses today is the result of 
ill-conceived programs which grant exclusive 
privileges to special groups of students." 

Secretary Alexander said he would use the 
responses to help him decide whether to 
enact his proposed regulations. He issued a 
statement last week saying there was no 
timetable for his final decision. 

WE HAVE A LAW TO ENFORCE 
Although most of those who responded to 

his proposal criticized it, Mr. Alexander 
again said his plan would help minority stu
dents while following the law. "We have a 
law to enforce, passed by Congress, which 
says that a college receiving federal funds 
can't discriminate based on race, color, or 
national origin," the statement said. "Our 
purpose in developing policy guidelines is to 
help clarify how colleges can use scholar
ships to create diversity on campuses and to 
help minority students without violating the 
federal anti-discrimination law." 

CONTROVERSY BEGAN IN 1990 
The controversy over minority scholar

ships has been raging since December 1990, 
when Michael L. Williams, the Assistant 
Secretary of Education for civil rights, de
clared that most such awards were illegal. 
When Mr. Alexander became Education Sec
retary last year, he said colleges could con
tinue to offer minority scholarships while 
the department developed a policy on them. 
The department issued a proposed version of 
the policy in December. 

Under that proposal, colleges would gen
erally be barred from using their own money 
to set up minority scholarships. The excep
tions would be in cases where a college was 
operating under a court-ordered plan to rem
edy past discrimination or where a donor 
gave money to a college for the specific pur
pose of supporting minority scholarships. 

The regulations would permit colleges to 
award "diversity scholarships" designed to 
attract a range of different kinds of students 
to their campuses, but race or ethnicity 
could not be a requirement. Mr. Alexander 
said that colleges, by using diversity schol
arships and aid based on financial need, 
could continue to attract minority students. 

In their responses, officials of colleges that 
offer minority scholarships said Mr. Alexan
der's proposed rules did not take into ac
count the impact the changes would have on 
minority students, and the difficulties that 
colleges have in recruiting them. Some of 
the responses also said the Education De
partment's proposals could have dangerous 
ramifications for civil-rights law. 

VERY PERPLEXING SITUATION 
Bernard H. Uhlmann, a special education 

coordinator at Saginaw High School, wrote 
of the positive effects of minority scholar
ships on the predominantly black student 
body at his school. He cited awards offered 
by the nearby Michigan Technological Uni
versity. 

"Not long ago, very few black males would 
take the trigonometry, calculus, and chem
istry classes. Students felt that there was no 
opportunity for them to go to college, so 
why deal with the difficult classes," he 
wrote. "That is changing. Now word is get
ting back to the community that if a student 
is willing to work hard, they can be success
ful at Michigan Tech, and the money is 
available for a student who is willing to try. 
Now the number of black males in these 
more difficult classes ls increasing every 
year." 

The Rev. Msgr. James Barta, president of 
Loras College, wrote that the proposed regu
lations left his institution in a "very per
plexing situation." The college is in a com
munity that is 99 percent white, but it has 
recruited minority students-in part by of-
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fering minority scholarships-in the belief 
that its students need to be exposed to those 
from other backgrounds. 

The Iowa Student Aid Commission has 
been urging the college to continue efforts to 
recruit minority students, Monsignor Barta 
wrote, but the Education Department's pro
posed regulations would make that difficult. 

GRADUATE STUDENTS CITED 

D. Bruce Johnstone, chancellor of the 
State University of New York System, wrote 
that colleges would face a particularly dif
ficult time recruiting minority graduate stu
dents. At the undergraduate level, he said, 
there is "a virtual sea of financial aid," for 
needy students, but because almost all grad
uate students are financially needy, colleges 
need to be able to direct limited resources to 
students they most want to attract, such as 
minority students. 

Officials of graduate schools of education, 
business, and law made similar points. 

Several of those responding to the pro
posed regulations said the proposed rules 
would confuse civil-rights enforcement. A 
group of 20 Democratic Senators, led by Sen. 
Paul Simon of Illinois, submitted a response 
stating that the proposed rules could lead 
colleges to discriminate against members of 
minority groups in the awarding of aid. 

The Senators cited the portion of the pro
posed regulations that said it was legitimate 
for colleges to award aid based on financial 
need, even if the college knew that such a 
policy would result in a disproportionate 
amount of aid going to minority students. 
Under the same principle, the Senators said, 
the Education Department would have to 
allow colleges to have policies of providing 
aid only to students from counties with 
small minority populations. 

Another response, submitted by the Na
tional Women's Law Center on behalf of 40 
women's groups, said the proposed regula
tions would violate the Civil Rights Restora
tion Act. The act states .that civil-rights 
laws apply to all of the funds used by an in
stitution receiving federal funds. The Na
tional Women's Law Center argued in its re
sponse that the law would not allow for the 
distinction in the proposed regulations be
tween funds the college receives from a 
donor and funds it already has. 

Those who wrote to the Education Depart
ment arguing against minority scholarships 
also questioned the distinctions made in the 
proposed regulations. Charles A. Akemann, a 
professor of mathematics at the University 
of California at Los Angeles, predicted that 
if the regulations were carried out, colleges 
would continue their minority scholarships 
but under different names, such as diversity 
scholarships. 

Wrote Mr. Akemann: "In short, 'race as 
one factor among many' creates such a large 
loophole as to render the principles useless 
as a guide to policy. You had it right in your 
own pronouncement of a little over a year 
ago. No discrimination period." 

Robert L. Pecotte, director of financial aid 
at Northern Michigan University, wrote: 
"Such scholarships will only create more 
hate and more racism on our campuses." 

SCHOLARSHIPS CRITICIZED 

Only one college president-William L. 
Proctor of Flagler College-wrote to the 
Education Department to criticize minority 
scholarships. Mr. Proctor wrote: "I suspect 
that my opinion will be at odds with most of 
those expressed by the academic community, 
but my experience in working with minority 
students leads me to conclude that they can 
and will achieve quite well, apart from any 

provision of programs that make suspect 
their accomplishments.'' 

He added: "In my judgment, it is not nec
essary to single them out on the basis of 
race, but simply to deal with their problems, 
talents, and aspirations as you would any 
other student." 

The presidents of the following institu
tions wrote to the department, urging it to 
continue to allow minority scholarships: Al
bany State, Bryn Mawr, Central Piedmont 
Community, Loras, and Savannah State Col
leges; Bowie State, DePauw, Dillard, Drake, 
Texas Woman's, Washington, and Winston
Salem State Universities; and the University 
of Montana. 

Two organizations-the American Jewish 
Congress and the National Association of 
Scholars-sent responses to the department 
endorsing the proposed regulations. Eleven 
organizations, some of them writing on be
half of coalitions, wrote to oppose the pro
posed regulations, arguing that minority 
scholarships are legal and necessary. 

GROUPS OPPOSE POLICY 

Those groups were: the Association of 
American Medical Colleges, the American 
Council on Education, the American Library 
Association, Congreso de Latinos Unidos, the 
National Alliance of Black School Edu
cators, the National Association of Independ
ent Colleges and Universities, the National 
Association of State Universities and Land
Grant Colleges, the National Urban League, 
the National Women's Law Center, the Unit
ed States Commission on Civil Rights, and 
the University of California Student Associa
tion. 

As the responses arrived in the mail at the 
Education Department, several student 
groups held small rallies outside the depart
ment to protest the proposed regulations. 

At one of the rallies, a small shanty was 
built. Organizers said it symbolized the way 
the Education Department, which they 
called "the Department of Miseducation," 
treated black students. 

Said Hatem Bazian, president of the Asso
ciated Students at San Francisco State Uni
versity: "This is a grassroots effort. We're 
getting people to demonstrate that you can 
fight their racist approa~ch. "• 

THE MISSION OF AMERICA IN THE 
POST-COLD WAR WORLD 

• Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, in the 
course of being a Senator, one has an 
ample supply of reading material. Oc
casionally, however, one finds some
thing right on the mark, which is 
worth sharing with our colleagues. 

Recently I had the opportunity to 
visit Congressman Fred Schwengel, 
who now serves as the president of the 
congressionally chartered U.S. Capitol 
Historical Society. Prior to this impor
tant role, he served the people of Iowa 
in the U.S. House for eight terms where 
he was a tireless proponent of the de
velopment of our Interstate Highway 
System. 

Incidentally, the purpose of the Soci
ety is to "heighten public awareness of 
the historic events which shaped the 
destiny of our Nation, and to explore 
and institute new and creative ways to 
bring the fascinating history of the 
Capitol to the people." 

During the course of our meeting, 
Fred gave me a copy of an essay he 

wrote recently called "The Mission of 
America in the Post-Cold War World." 
Simply, it is a powerful, convincing 
mandate which lays out many of the 
contributions to liberty, worldwide, 
which owe their roots to events and 
people from the United States. 

Mr. President, Fred and the chief his
torian at the U.S. Capitol Historical 
Society, Don Kennan, remind us of the 
value of the free flow of information. 

As stated in the essay: "Perhaps in 
no other period of time have we seen 
such a large-scale extension of the do
main of human freedom and self-gov
ernment." We are reminded of the 
poignant moment when Czecho
slovakia's President Vaclav Havel 
spoke to a joint meeting of Congress 
and cited the writings of Thomas Jef
ferson as influences of the people in his 
nation who sought freedom throughout 
the decades of Communist tyranny. 

The stated purpose of my meeting 
with Congressman Schwengel was to 
officially accept the U.S. Capitol His
torical Society's endorsement of legis
lation to allow the private sector to 
honor Thomas Paine here in Washing
ton at the intersection of Pennsylvania 
and Constitution Avenues. 

When I left, however, I was very 
thankful to have had the chance to 
talk with Fred about a variety of 
things, not the least of which is the im
portance of continuing the society's 
charge, to spread the story of democ
racy and individual liberty throughout 
the Nation and the world-now more 
than ever as freedom is breaking the 
chains of oppression worldwide. 

As Thomas Paine wrote in "The 
Rights of Man": 

Such is the irresistible nature of truth, 
that all it asks, and all it wants, is the lib
erty of appearing * * * no sooner did the 
American governments display themselves 
to the world, than despotism felt a shock, 
and man began to contemplate redress. 

Mr. President, I ask that the essay, 
"The Mission of America in the Post
Cold-War World" be entered in the 
RECORD for the pleasure of our col
leagues at the conclusion of my re
marks. I would also like to note for the 
RECORD that I am a cosponsor of the 
legislation mentioned in the essay call
ing for the minting of a coin in honor 
of the lOOth anniversary of the Pledge 
of Allegiance which was introduced by 
our colleagues Senator HARKIN and 
Senator GRASSLEY. 

The essay follows: 
THE MISSION OF AMERICA IN THE POST-COLD

W AR WORLD 
(By Fred Schwengel, president, and Donald 

Kennon, chief historian) 
All eyes now seem to be focused upon the 

current presidential campaign and our own 
domestic economic problems. This creates a 
kind of historical myopia. We miss sight of 
the larger picture and the broader meaning 
of the truly historic changes that have oc
curred in the recent past. Thus it becomes 
the historian's role to help place the present 
in a proper perspective, in order that we can 
prepare for the future. 
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"History will be the judge." How often we 

hear that phrase, yet those words perhaps 
have never been so apt as in the context of 
current world affairs. The events of the past 
five years have brought changes of such an 
unexpected and unpredictable nature that it 
almost defies comprehension. Certainly we 
are witnessing a new epoch in human his
tory. The forces of freedom and democracy 
sweeping through the world have torn down 
the Berlin Wall, destroyed the communist 
stranglehold on Eastern Europe, and broken 
up the Soviet Empire. Perhaps in no other 
period of time have we seen such a large 
scale extension of the domain of human free
dom and self-government. 

All American citizens can take no small 
measure of satisfaction from the fact that 
our example of democratic self-government, 
our principles of freedom in religion, speech, 
and expression, and our generosity in shar
ing tha blessings of liberty worldwide have 
helped motivate and channel the events tak
ing place in Eastern Europe and the former 
Soviet Union. It would be well to recall, for 
example, that when Czechoslovak President 
Vaclav Havel spoke to a joint meeting of our 
Congress in 1990, he cited the writings of 
Thomas Jefferson and the Declaration of 
Independence for their influence upon the 
events taking place in his country. 

Today it seems that we are continually re
minded of how far short we as a nation have 
fallen from the ideals we espouse for others 
to emulate. Yet it is well to remember that 
in spite of our shortcomings the United 
States has always striven to be a beacon · of 
freedom and liberty. The very concept of lib
erty has evolved and expanded considerably 
since the early days of our colonization. 
Those early settlers often sought freedom 
from religious or economic oppression for 
themselves, but then were not willing to ex
tend similar Ii berties to other groups or peo
ples in the New World. The Puritan settlers 
of Massachusetts, for example, sought to 
build a "city upon a hill" whose shining ex
ample would reform what they believed were 
the corrupt religious practices of the Old 
World, but they persecuted other religious 
groups in their community. Yet the Puritan 
concept of mission bequeathed a legacy to 
the young nation. Ever since, Americans 
have been conscious of their mission to re
form the world. 

The Bill of Rights to the Constitution 
guaranteed religious liberty, and as a result 
religious diversity has flourished to the 
point that we now have over 350,000 churches 
of all denominations and sects in the United 
States. Over time the definition of mission 
changed from religious reformation to that 
of democratization, and this purpose has 
found expression in a number of ways. The 
Monroe Doctrine, for example, sought to pre
serve a sphere of liberty by closing the West
ern Hemisphere to further European col
onization and exploitation. Abraham Lincoln 
saw the Civil War as necessary to preserve 
democracy and the Union, which he firmly 
believed was "the last, best hope of man
kind." Woodrow Wilson argued that our role 
in World War I and his wish for our partici
pation in the League of Nations were moti
vated out of an idealistic desire to make the 
world safe for democracy. In a similar fash
ion, Franklin Delano Roosevelt's Four Free
doms provided a purpose and a program for 
our sacrifices in World War II. We believe 
there is a Fifth Great Freedom-free enter
prise-that can be added to the list of Ameri
ca's guiding· principles. The United States 
led in founding and supporting the United 
Nations and its peacekeeping, humanitarian 

roles. In numerous other ways, from private 
philanthropy to organized relief efforts, the 
people of our nation have carried the mission 
of America to the world. 

During the Cold War it may have seemed 
that our sacrifices, human as well as eco
nomic, were simply aimed at containing the 
spread of communism. But thanks to a com
munications revolution primarily pioneered 
by the United States in satellite tele
communications and microwave trans
mission, we have been able to plant the seeds 
of democracy worldwide. Our efforts through 
the Voice of America, the Peace Corps, the 
Agency for International Development, and 
the World Bank all helped demonstrate the 
virtues of democracy, self-government, and 
free enterprise. The developments in Eastern 
Europe and the Soviet Union did not happen 
in spite of us, but because of us. Our message 
and our mission have been heard and the re
sponse is taking place now for us to see and 
to influence. 

A magnificent new book from CNN Re
ports: Seven Days that Shook the World: The 
Collapse of Soviet Communism chronicles 
the failed August coup against Gorbachev 
and its aftermath. The movement toward de
mocratization in the former Soviet Union 
owes much to the example provided by the 
United States and our determined resistance 
to totalitarianism. This development was 
not without a high cost. There have been 125 
wars and an estimated 40 million deaths 
since the end of World War II. 

But lest we fall into the easy trap of self
congratulation, we must be aware that free
dom and democracy are no panacea for all 
the ills of the world. They offer no magic 
wand to remove the stains of decades of au
thoritarian rule, or to cure the accumulated 
economic maiaise of totalitarian planned 
economies. Nor is the success of democracy 
assured in these countries. The specter of 
counterrevolution, charismatic dictators, 
ethnic tension, boundary disputes, religious 
differences, and nationalistic strife all 
threaten to undo the work of the current 
generation. Democracy is a fragile thing. We 
need to recall Jefferson's words, "Eternal 
vigilance is the price of liberty." 

Nor is the work of freedom nor the mission 
of America completed in the world or at 
home. Large numbers of people continue to 
live under harsh dictatorships. Cultural, eth
nic, and religious differences still divide na
tions and peoples, and economic inequalities 
prevent the full realization of freedom and 
equality. I am reminded of the great histo
rian Allan Nevins' definition of Lincoln's un
derstanding of democracy. "Democracy," he 
wrote, "is a process, an unending struggle, a 

· hard, grueling battle ... Democracy is not a 
serene attainment; it is an incessant effort, 
marked by ignominious falls, heartbreaking 
defeats, and almost intolerable trials." 

As a result of the changes of the past five 
years, the United States has emerged as the 
acknowledged world leader. The burden of 
leadership is a heavy and humbling one, and 
one that we need not share alone. The val
iant role of our Armed Forces in the Gulf 
War and the cooperation and initiative taken 
by the United Nations point the way to the 
future. The outlines of the post-Cold War 
world are dim and difficult to perceive. Like 
democracy itself, the New World Order pro
nounced by President Bush will be a process 
of incessant effort. But just perhaps we can 
see a day when the mission of America be
comes the mission of a changed world. 

Our ideals are lofty, perhaps unattainable 
given the imperfection of human beings. Our 
failures have been many and tragic. But I 

think more and more of the wisdom of Abra
ham Lincoln, a man who was only too well 
acquainted with the difference between our 
ideals and our reality. Like Lincoln, I be
lieve that guided by "the better angels of our 
nature" we should "do all which may 
achieve and cherish a just and lasting peace 
among ourselves and with all nations." Per
haps then history will judge that we, like 
Lincoln, met the challenge of our days. 

One principal way in which we can meet 
the challenge of the present is to educate 
ourselves and the world about the history of 
our system of representative democracy. 
Commemorative events provide a meaningful 
opportunity to promote an informed under
standing of American democracy, which is 
one of the charter responsibilities of the 
United States Capitol Historical Society. 
This year marks the one-hundredth anniver
sary of the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag 
of the United States of America. Written by 
Franci.s Bellamy for the occasion of the 
World's Columbian Exposition in Chicago in 
1892, the Pledge of Allegiance was officially 
recognized by Congress in 1945. Because the 
Flag is the preeminent symbol of American 
democracy, the Society has taken the leader
ship in seeking legislation to commemorate 
the Centennial of the Pledge of Allegiance. 
Two bills (HR2385 and S1087) have been intro
duced to authorize the minting of commemo
rative coins. One half of the total surcharges 
from the sale of these coins would be re
turned to the Treasury to reduce the na
tional debt, and the other half would be used 
for educational programs that would help ex
plain and interpret our system of representa
tive democracy not only to our own citizens, . 
but to all peoples of a changed world. 

You can help the U.S. Capitol Historical 
Society meet the challenge and fulfill its 
educational mission by urging your Rep
resentative and Senators to become a co
sponsor of the Pledge of Allegiance Com
memorative Coin Bill (HR2385, 81087). 

[The authors acknowledge the assistance 
of Executive Secretary Cornelius Heine, Vice 
President Joanne Hanson, Symposia Direc
tor Ronald Hoffman, and Historian and Edi
tor Rebecca Rogers in writing this state
ment.]• 

STEEL INDUSTRY GETS MUCH 
DESERVED RECOGNITION 

•Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
on March 31, the New York Times pub
lished-on its front page-a long over
due article: "An Industrial Comeback 
Story: U.S. Is Competing Again in 
Steel." For those of us who care about 
the steel industry and follow its for
tunes closely, this is not news. We are 
well aware of the tremendous effort the 
industry has made over the past decade 
to restore its competitiveness, despite 
the handicap of having to deal with 
outrageous unfair trade practices in 
steel by most of our trading partners. 

Over the years, I think it is fair to 
say that no industry has filed so many 
unfair trade cases-dumping and sub
sidies-as the steel industry, and no in
dustry has won so many. As a result of 
their efforts, we have all learned a 
great deal about how dumping and sub
sidies distort the operation of the mar
ket and effectively export other na
tions' unemployment to the United 
States. And we have come to respect 
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the steel industry for its toughness in 
the face of these practices and its com
mitment to bringing them to a halt. 

As a result of that commitment, and 
the determination of many of us in the 
Congress not to let this critical indus
try slip away, President Reagan and 
President Bush first instituted and 
then renewed a Voluntary Restraint 
Agreement [VRA] Program as a means 
of disposing of the many unfair trade 
cases that the industry had won and at 
the same time imposing some dis
cipline on the market so that the in
dustry would have time to restore its 
competitiveness. 

As the New York Times article 
makes clear, Mr. President, that strat
egy worked. The American steel indus
try is now one of the most competitive 
in the world. Its primary measure of ef
ficiency-man-hours per ton-is at a 
record low and better than virtually 
every other country. Record levels of 
exports provide visible evidence of our 
competitiveness. 

It is also worth noting that this suc
cess has come without cost to consum
ers. Prices today are 35 percent lower 
in constant dollars than they were 10 
years ago before the VRA's began. The 
domestic industry has become the low
cost producer and has passed its sav
ings and efficiency on to its customers 
and ultimately to consumers. 

While the article makes clear that 
the industry continues to have serious 
pro bl ems, the tremendous progress it 
has made under the VRA Program is 
worth noting. 

At the same time, Mr. President, I 
want to express my regret at our fail
ure to conclude negotiations on the 
proposed Multilateral Steel Agreement 
[MSA]. I am disappointed in that out
come but hardly surprised. In recent 
days the European Community's posi
tions had come more outrageous, as 
they insisted on weaker language lim
iting subsidies and on more waivers for 
their own subsidy practices. Ulti
mately, their demands were unaccept
able to the administration, the Con
gress, and the entire domestic indus
try. 

That is unfortunate, as a strong and 
effective MSA would be our best means 
of restoring market discipline to the 
global steel industry. That failure, cou
pled with the President's unreasonable 
refusal to consider a further extension 
of the VRA's, leaves the industry ex
posed to the dumping and subsidization 
that has plagued this industry for 
years. It . can exercise its legal rights 
and file unfair trade complaints, but 
that process is expensive and time con
suming for all parties. 

In the President's 1988 letter to Sen
ator Heinz, he promised to continue 
the VRA's until a satisfactory multi
lateral agreement were in place to 
bring discipline to the market. He re
newed the VRA's in 1989 and commit
ted himself to reaching such an agree-

ment. I give him credit for the effort, 
Mr. President, and I regret he has not 
succeeded. At the same time, I remind 
him of his 1988 promise not to abandon 
the domestic industry to unfair trade, 
and I call on him to redeem it. His 
promise has not been forgotten in 
steel-producing areas, and I have no 
doubt he will be reminded of it as he 
travels around the country this year. 

Mr. President, I ask that the New 
York Times article be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the New York Times, Mar. 31, 1992] 
AN INDUSTRIAL COMEBACK STORY: UNITED 

STATES IS COMPETING AGAIN IN STEEL 

(By Jonathan P. Hicks) 
The American steel industry, long a sym

bol of decay in industrial America, has un
dergone a transformation in the last decade 
that has drastically sharpened the industry's 
competitive position. 

Now, after the Government has provided a 
decade of protection from imported steel, the 
Bush Administration has decided not to ex
tend quotas on imported steel that expire 
today. The move reflects the industry's im
proved condition and the Administration's 
preference for using existing laws to fight 
what it sees as unfair trade practices. 

American steelmakers have so improved 
their productivity that the industry now 
often rivals-and in ways outperforms-its 
competitors in Germany and Japan. Japa
nese auto makers, like Toyota, Honda and 
Subaru, are using American steel in their 
plans in the United States. 

Thanks partly to the lower value of the 
dollar, foreign steel shipments into the Unit
ed States have fallen in recent years to the 
point that they are below the limit the Gov
ernment has set. And the industry's bell
wether efficiency measure-the man-hours 
needed to produce a ton-is at a record level. 

Exports, which in the last 20 years have 
rarely accounted for more than 2 percent of 
all the steel shipped from American mills, 
soared last year to 6.3 million tons, or about 
8 percent. And customers contend that the 
quality of American steel is better than ever, 
comparable with that from foreign 
steelmakers. 

QUALITY AND EFFICIENCY . 

"The steel made in the United States is 
equal in quality to steel made anywhere in 
the world now," said James M. Glazebrook, 
director of the General Electric Company's 
trading operation. "And the industry is now 
being recognized more and more throughout 
the world, not only for having top quality, 
but for being among the best in the world in 
efficiency. You could never have said that 15 
years ago. " 

Trade protectionism gets some credit for 
the comeback of the big steelmakers, but so 
does domestic competition from low-cost 
nonunion mini-mills that pushed the big 
mills to change their ways. The value of the 
dollar played a big role, too. When the dollar 
was strong in the mid-80's, American produc
ers recognized that they had to become more 
efficient to block inroads by imported steel. 
When the dollar later weakened, foreign 
steel prices rose and imports fell. 

Over all, the effectiveness of protectionist 
measures is mixed. Protection has been a 
boon to some industries, like motorcycle 
makers, who have been rejuvenated after 
four years of tariffs on foreign makes, but it 
has backfired for the automobile industry, 

where Japanese manufacturers got around 
the import limits by building plants in the 
United States and capturing still more mar
ket share from Detroit. 

The steel import quotas "have been an im
portant help to the industry's recovery," 
said the Rev. William T. Hogan, a professor 
of economics at Fordham University and the 
author of a number of books on the steel in
dustry. "The agreements have given them an 
opportunity to catch up." He added that the 
steel industry spent $23 billion in the 1980's 
to modernize plants and buy efficient equip
ment. Some of the money came in the form 
of joint ventures with Japanese and Korean 
steel companies. "Without the agreements," 
Father Hogan said, "we would have a high 
influx of imports, and I doubt they would 
have been able to invest as much." 

The decision by the Administration, which 
was confirmed yesterday by Gary R. Edson, 
the general counsel for the Office of the 
United States Trade Representative, sug
gests that American trade negotiators and 
some steel industry executives would prefer 
to open the market to steel imports but 
would insist that foreign governments com
mit themselves to wiping out subsidies for 
foreign steelmakers. 

TRYING TO CURTAIL RELIANCE ON QUOTAS 

The Administration is negotiating in Gene
va for a multilateral agreement with steel
producing nations, hoping to determine lev
els of imports through a more flexible policy 
centered not on import quotas but on re
stricting government subsidies. 

"The foreign producers are not using their 
quotas, and demand in the United States is 
down," said John I. Griffin, president of the 
Maurice Pincoffs Company a Houston-based 
steel-trading company that buys both do
mestic and imported steel. 

Mr. Griffin, who is also president of the 
American Association for International 
Steel, said the voluntary-restraint agree
ments that produced the steel quotas were 
"designed to give the American steel indus
try time to catch up with foreign steel." He 
added, "But the industry in the United 
States is certainly catching up, if it has not 
caught up already." 

American steelmakers still have weapons 
for trade battles. They can file legal cases 
against foreign producers accusing them of 
selling steel below cost or of benefiting from 
government subsidies; several of these legal 
cases have already been prepared. 

EXERCISING THEIR OPTIONS 

"We have to do whatever we have to do to 
protest unfair trade practices," said Frank 
W. Luerssen, chairman and chief executive of 
Inland Steel Industries, the nation's fourth
largest steel company. Under the terms of 
the steel import limits, American steel com
panies had given up some rights to battle the 
pricing practices of foreign steel manufac
turers. 

Despite the emergency of big steel compa
nies as more efficient, trimmer operations, 
they are still plagued by the effects of con
tinued overcapacity. There .is more steel 
than demand, and that has caused prices
and profits-to remain in the doldrums. In 
fact, a ton of the sheet steel that goes into 
cars is priced at about $440 now, compared 
with $504 in 1980. And while the lower cost of 
producing steel has meant that steelmakers 
have profited in good times-the six largest 
producers earned $1.2 billion in the robust 
economy of 1989-they have been ravaged by 
economic downturns and those same compa
nies lost a combined $2.3 billion last year. 

A PARTIAL COMEBACK AT A CLASSIC BIG MILL 

Nowhere have the industry's changes been 
more pronounced than in Gary, Ind., where 
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the USX Corporation operates a sprawling 
plant along a five-mile strip on the shores of 
Lake Michigan. For decades, the mill oper
ated by the company-formerly known as 
United States Steel-epitomized the vastness 
of big steel. Whatever steel product a cus
tomer desired could be manufactured here, 
from nails to railroad tracks to sheets for 
automobile hoods. 

The Gary Works, or the Big Mill as it was 
known inside the company, is still the larg
est steel plant in North America, but it has 
shrunk considerably. At one time in the 
19'70's, more than 28,000 people worked here; 
today there are fewer than 8,000 employees. 
In earlier decades, the Gary plant housed ev
erything from a hospital, a railroad and ace
ment plant to a factory that made bridge 
parts. But now, most of that has been closed 
or sold, scores of buildings are empty or were 
demolished and much of the site's 3,400 acres 
sit idle. 

A SHRUNKEN PRODUCT LIST 
The mill's production is now confined prin

cipally to two types of steel: flat-rolled steel 
used in automobiles and appliances, and 
plate steel used in construction and in heavy 
machinery. 

What is made here, however, is produced 
more efficiently than ever. At the Gary 
Works, it takes 2.7 man-hours to produce a 
ton of steel, compared with a USX average of 
3.6 and 7.1 manhours 10 years ago. The na
tional average for the steel industry is about 
five hours a ton. With the opening last fall of 
a new caster that converts molten steel into 
slabs, the Gary plant now produces all its 
steel by the more cost-efficient continuous 
casting method rather than the conventional 
method of producing steel from ingots. 

The big plant is primarily a maker of sheet 
used for automobiles and appliances, tin for 
food and beverage cans and plates for con
struction and ship-building. 

LABOR AND MANAGERS MAKE ADJUSTMENTS 
After a bruising labor dispute that shut the 

plant for six months in late 1986 and early 
1987, relations between the union and man
agement have become noticeably less hos
tile. A steelworker here is no longer confined 
to one specific duty, like pipefitting. Work
ers in the highly automated and computer
ized plant are likely to be assigned to teams 
to discuss their tasks and determine more ef
ficient ways of working. 

"I would say we've seen a complete turn
around from the way things used to be," said 
Cary B. Kranz, president of Local 1066 of the 
United Steelworkers union here. Mr. Kranz, 
whose father worked at United States Steel 
and was also president of the local, said that 
union members have a far greater role now 
in making decisions. "They now involve 
union people and make us feel that we are 
part of something," Mr. Kranz said. "They 
meet with us and they recognize that we 
have all the knowledge in the world within 
these gates. It's not happening as fast as we 
would like, but it is happening." 

Analysts and steel industry historians sug
gest that the changes in Gary mirror the 
changes in the industry as a whole. The 5.3 
man-hours per ton for the steel industry in 
the United States compares with 5.4 in 
Japan, and 5.6 in both Germany and Britain, 
according to statistics by the Bala-Cynwyd, 
Pa. And the American figures look even bet
ter when compared with 6.4 man-hours a ton 
in South Korea, 7.2 in Taiwan and 8.9 in 
Brazil. 

GLOBAL FACTORS GET MORE EMPHASIS 
In part, analysts attribute the changes in 

the mills to a new generation of steel man-

agers whose views have been shaped by glob
al competition in the steel business and a 
proliferation of joint ventures between 
American steel companies and partners from 
Japan and Korea. In fact, a total of S3 billion 
of foreign capital mostly from Japan and 
Korea has been invested in the American 
steel industry. Many American executives 
have been exposed to foreign steel compa
nies' methods of operation and labor rela
tions. 

"Many American managers, particularly · 
the younger ones, have started to criticize 
themselves now, rather than blindly defend 
themselves," said Kiichi Mochizuki, presi
dent of the United States arm of the Nisshin 
Steel Company of Japan. "And that is 
healthy. It is the first step to improvement. 
They are developing the courage to say that 
they have problems and that they need to be 
attacked." 

While the large steel companies have 
scaled down, their smaller competitors, the 
mini-mills, have become far more significant 
challengers, having systematically usurped 
markets once dominated by big steel. These 
mini-mills, with names like Nucor, Bir
mingham Steel and Oregon Steel, typically 
operate with far lower costs because they 
melt scrap to produce steel and have largely 
nonunion work forces with wages about a 
third lower than those of the unionized steel
workers at the big mills. 

BIG PLAYERS LEARN NOTHING IS SACRED 
Mini-mill companies, too, are gradually 

changing the competitive balance of the in
dustry. Once these smaller companies were 
confined to producing such lower-quality 
items as reinforcement bars for concrete 
used in highways and bridges and material 
for fences, wires and nails. Today, they have 
a virtual lock on items like beams that sup
port buildings. And some are moving toward 
the big companies' bread and butter: the 
flat-rolled steel used in automobiles and ap
pliance parts. As a result, big steel compa
nies consider the mini-mills to be as much a 
competitive threat as foreign steel is, per
haps even more so. 

"Nothing is sacred any more as far as the 
big integrated steel companies' monopoly," 
said John Jacobson, an analyst with AUS 
Consultants in Philadelphia. "Mini-mills had 
to get into different pastures to continue 
their growth, and flat-rolled steel is the new 
area of opportunity." 

The importance of steel produced by these 
smaller steel companies has grown sharply. 
In 1980, the five largest steel producers ac
counted for more than 60 percent of all of the 
domestic industry's shipments. By 1990, that 
figure had dropped to slightly more than 40 
percent. And mini-mills now account for 
a~out 21 percent of domestic consumption, 
slightly more than the 18 percent accounted 
for by imported steel. 

Unlike big steel, mini-mills have weath
ered the current economic recession 
robustly. Last year, the six largest steel pro
ducers posted operating losses of about $27 
for every ton of steel they shipped, n.early $1 
billion. But the 10 largest mini-mill compa
nies earned, on average, $10 a ton, or about 
$100 million. 

Some in the industry contend that the big 
American steel producers will bounce back 
with vigor once the economy rebounds, not
ing that despite the improvement in effi
ciency, steel remains a highly cyclical busi
ness. "They will always have ups and 
downs," Mr. Jacobson said "But, because of 
the improvements among the big steel com
panies, their ups will be a little brighter, and 
they will be able to sustain themselves bet
ter during the down periods."• 

DESALINATION 
•Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the New 
York Times recently published an arti
cle entitled "More Precious Than Oil, 
and Maybe as Volatile: Water Crisis Is 
Feared in the Middle East." As the 
title indicates, there is a growing 
awareness of the role water scarcity 
may play in igniting a conflict in the 
Middle East. 

I believe desaUnation technology can 
be an important tool in reducing this 
potential for conflict. While ample de
salination technology is available 
worldwide, affordable systems are not. 

There is no question in my mind that 
the United States with its wealth of 
scientific and business talent can once 
again regain its leadership in this field, 
while simultaneously providing the 
means by which tensions can be re
duced. 

I ask that a copy of the article be in
cluded at the end of my remarks. 

The article follows: 
MORE PRECIOUS THAN OIL, AND MAYBE AS 

VOLATILE: WATER CRISIS IS FEARED IN THE 
MIDDLE EAST 

(By Alan Cowell) 
AMMAN, JORDAN.-As the Persian Gulf war 

exploded over issues of oil and honor and ex
pansionism, another, more modest event oc
curred here: the rains came, fickle but abun
dant, greening pale deserts and offering a re
minder that, in many parts of the Middle 
East, water is far more rare and precious 
than oil and could, one day, breed conflict of 
its own. 

"We need not only military security, but 
economic security," Osama al-Baz, a senior 
adviser to President Hosni Mubarak of 
Egypt, said in Cairo the other day during a 
discussion of the postwar era. "And that also 
means questions of the environment, and the 
security of water supplies. Because if water 
becomes scarce, it could become a source of 
serious conflict throughout the region." 

Like the drained audience after some epic 
drama, many in . the Middle East are now 
blinking into the light, discovering that old 
realities of war and peace have simply been 
waiting to slip back onto their shoulders, 
easy as overcoats left at the cloakroom. 

Now, as for many years, warnings abound 
that competition for water could breed con
flict unless a new and unlikely spirit of tol
erance comes to a region more familiar with 
calculations of absolute gain and loss. "Rel
ative to the number of people in Jordan, Is
rael and the occupied territories," said Elias 
Salameh, a specialist at Jordan University, 
"there is not enough water. It's a zero-sum 
issue. Any gain for Arabs is a loss for Israel, 
and vice versa.'' 

Even the briefest glimpse at the region's 
geography and demography shows why the 
issue is so fissile: populations are growing 
far more rapidly than aquifers can be replen
ished; rivers cross borders between states 
that put self-interest before sharing; rainfall, 
in many places, is scarce and capricious. 

The deserts of the Arabian peninsula, for 
instance, are so vast and harsh that oil-rich 
nations like Kuwait and Saudi Arabia now 
depend on expensive desalting plants on the 
Persian Gulf. As the gulf war raged, one of 
the region's principal economic worries was 
that oil slicks in the gulf would damage 
Saudi desalting plants, robbing the kingdom 
of much of its fresh water. That has not hap-
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pened, but Iraqi soldiers destroyed or dis
abled most of Kuwait's desalting capability. 
Significantly, some of the first ships to dock 
at Kuwait carried not the emirate's erst
while imports of Gucci shoes and Louis 
Vuitton luggage, but water. 

Competition for the water is all the sharp
er because of the technological and cost lim
itations that sharply restrict the options of 
the region's non-oil economies. "Desalina
tion plants are only for the rich oil-produc
ers," said one Israeli water expert. "Without 
oil money to pay for them, they are simply 
too expensive for the consumer." 

DEEP WELLS, DEEP POCKETS 

The economic aspects extend elsewhere. 
"The deeper you drill for water," said Dr. 
Salameh in Jordan, "the more expensive the 
process becomes. Ultimately, the water be
comes too expensive" even for the drip-feed 
irrigation pioneered by Israel and imitated 
by other arid countries in the region, from 
Cyprus to Jordan. 

Iraq itself is one of the most fertile of Arab 
countries-part of the ancient Mesopotamia, 
the land between the two rivers of the Tigris 
and Euphrates. But of its 170,000 square 
miles, Western experts say, only one-third is 
cultivable, and only one-third of that is irri
gated. In one-third of the irrigated area, 
moreover, excessive use of fertilizers has 
salted the land with chemicals. 

Farther north, on the Mediterranean coast, 
shoreline aquifers from Libya to the Gaza 
Strip are turning brackish because salt 
water from the sea is drawn in to replace the 
fresh water pumped out by humans. 

And at the core of the Middle East's prob
lems is population growth. Arab populations 
in Syria and Jordan are growing at rates 
close to 3 percent a year, while Israel bulges 
with the huge influx of Soviet immigrants. 

Whatever their faith, however, all are reli
ant on the same complex of limited water 
supplies from the Jordan, Yarmuk and 
Litani rivers and aquifers that lie below the 
watershed between the occupied West Bank 
and Israel-waters that are not easily 
shared. 

"Water is our life," Israel's right-wing 
Likud party declared as long ago as 1988, 
saying that since the occupied West Bank 
provided 40 percent of Israel's fresh water re
sources-a figure sometimes disputed-it 
made no sense to place it in the hands of po
tential enemies. That hardly seems an omen 
of peace or territorial concession. 

But it is a matter of security. Locations 
and sizes of aquifers, the amount of water 
taken and for what purposes, are often treat
ed as state secrets. Even the statistics that 
are available are often mistrusted. 

In the entire region, only Egypt and Tur
key have plentiful water. Yet Egypt, accord
ing to Western experts, fritters away the 
Nile through irrigation that uses too much 
water to produce too few crops. Turkey has 
alarmed its southern neighbors by damming 
the Euphrates and limiting its flow. 

As the gulf crisis unfolded, rumors spread 
in Cairo that Iraq had stationed missiles in 
the Sudan, aimed at the Aswan High Dam
the great barrier in Upper Egypt that con
trols the Nile flow and thus dictates the 
whole rhythm of life along its banks. Cairo 
warned that any interference with the dam 
would be taken as an act of war. 

And although Syria and Turkey were in 
the same allied camp during the gulf crisis, 
Damascus maintained support for rebellious 
Kurdish guerrillas in eastern Turkey. One 
reason: Turkey controls the headwaters of 
the Euphrates that flows on through Syria 
and Iraq-a crucial water source in Turkey. 

By supporting the Kurds, Damascus was tell
ing Ankara to expect revenge for any restric
tion of the river's flow. 

Yet it is in the region straddling the Jor
dan valley-the flash-point of the Arab-Is
raeli dispute-that water shortages are most 
acute and most laden with the emotive over
tones of the conflict. Both Jordan and Israel 
are tapping underground aquifers for more 
water than can be replenished, Dr. Salameh 
said at the university here. Non-renewable 
water resources-known to specialists as fos
sil water-are rapidly being depleted. 

TOO MANY PEOPLE 

"The population is already too big for the 
water resources," Dr. Salameh said. By 1995, 
he said the situation will be critical. 

Experts in both Israel and Jordan acknowl
edge that even if water were shared between 
them, there would not be enough. Jordan ac
cuses Israel of diverting disproportionate 
amounts of fresh water from the Sea of Gali
lee into Israel's National Water Carrier-an 
aqueduct system that feeds Tel Aviv. A re
sult, Jordanians assert, is that the Jordan 
River south of the lake is saline and unus
able for irrigation. Between them, Israel and 
Jordan use so much of the river's water that 
the level of the Dead Sea is reportedly drop
ping. Palestinians in the occupied West 
Bank, moreover, say they are subject to Is
raeli limitations on the depth of their wells 
while Israel freely acknowledges that it 
draws fresh water from the same aquifers. 

Talk has thus turned to grand and often 
unpredictable ideas. Turkey has offered what 
it calls a "peace pipeline," a $20 billion 
project to pump water from its Seyhan and · 
Ceyhan rivers to more arid lands; without 
much hope, specialists in Israel and Jordan 
suggest that surplus Nile water be diverted 
to needier lands. This fall, under the aus
pices of the World Bank and United Nations 
Development Project, the President of Tur
key and the Global Water Summit Initiative, 
a nonprofit research group, will sponsor a re
gional conference in hopes of encouraging 
cooperation. 

Beyond that, the Middle East seems caught 
in one of its familiar conundrums: logic de
mands that people cooperate to solve poten
tial crises; but such is the competition, fear 
and mistrust between them that continued 
hostility seems more probable. 

"I do not think that the water problem ·in 
the while area can be solved without a prop
er peace agreement," said Dr. Salameh. "But 
that is obviously very difficult."• 

THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
NUCLEAR WORKERS BILL 

• Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I also 
would like to express my support for 
the Department of Energy nuclear 
workers bill, and thank Senators 
GLENN and WIRTH for their work in de
veloping this legislation. 

In general terms, this bill is designed 
to protect workers and communities at 
Department of Energy defense nuclear 
facilities as many of the sites make the 
difficult transition from weapons pro
duction to site cleanup. These people 
sacrificed a great deal to maintain the 
U.S. nuclear deterrent throughout the 
cold war, and are now facing a very un
certain future. They deserve our sup
port and assistance. 

In Washington State, we are fortu
nate to some extent, as the Hanford 

community has already survived some 
of the most difficult portions of the 
transition from production to cleanup. 
The relationship between the Depart
ment of Energy and Hanford workers 
has been relatively good for the past 
several years, and our environmental 
restoration program is beginning to 
pick up momentum. There are, how
ever, still problems that need to be ad
dressed. 

One of the most worrisome issues at 
Hanford has been DOE's announcement 
that it will install on environmental 
restoration and management contrac
tor, or ERMC, at the Hanford site. This 
announcement has caused a great deal 
of anxiety amongst Hanford workers, 
who understandably are concerned that 
their wages, benefits, seniority, and 
working conditions may not be main
tained in the transition from the cur
rent management and operations con
tractor to the ERMC. For this and 
other reasons I have asked the Sec
retary to delay the Hanford ERMC, and 
to include strong worker protection 
provisions when, and if, the Depart
ment does install an ERMC at the site. 
My efforts, however, involve only one 
site. 

The legislation I am cosponsoring 
today will guarantee continuity of 
service for workers at all sites that 
will host an ERMC, and will obviate 
the need for a great deal of unneces
sary wrangling between DOE and cur
rent management and operations con
tractor employees. The bill will also 
establish much needed health monitor
ing and health insurance services for 
certain DOE workers, and provide for 
better transition planning at all DOE 
sites. 

I am pleased to join Senators WIRTH 
and GLENN in cosponsoring this legisla
tion, and urge the Senate to act swiftly 
on the bill.• 

INCOME-CONTINGENT STUDENT 
LOANS 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, it is un
fortunate that neither the House nor 
the Senate versions of the Higher Edu
cation Act reauthorization would move 
toward making the Pell Grant Program 
an entitlement. This means that more 
and more students are going to rely on 
loans to finance their higher edu
cation-or they won't go at all. 

I am not a great fan of loans, but we 
must ensure that Americans who want 
to continue their education have that 
opportunity. And if loans are going to 
be the type of aid that we provide, then 
it is especially important that we do 
everything we can to make the student 
loan program more fair, and more hu
mane. I have joined with a number of 
my colleagues over the pafft several 
months to establish income-sensitive 
repayment plans for student loans, so 
that we aren't demanding payments 
from borrowers that are way out of line 
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with their income. This also helps to 
ensure that debt does not drive stu
dents into particular professions just 
so that they'll be able to pay off their 
loans. 

An article in the Chronicle of Higher 
Education points out that the time is 
ripe to move to an income-contingent 
loan system. I ask that the article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Chronicle of Higher Education, 

Mar. 18, 1992] 
THE TIME HAS COME TO ESTABLISH INCOME

CONTINGENT STUDENT LOANS 

(By Barry Bluestone and Jerome M. 
Comcowich) 

"An invasion of armies can be resisted, but 
not an idea whose time has come.'·' If Victor 
Hugo, the author of that statement, is cor
rect, we may be about to witness the cre
ation of a new federal student-loan program 
based on a model that educators and econo
mists have been talking ahout for over 40 
years. 

The economists Mil ton Friedman, in 1945, 
and Robert Reischauer, some 20 years later, 
were among the first to suggest that direct 
government loans to students, with repay
ments keyed to the incomes that they 
earned after graduation, might be a better 
way for students to finance the costs of their 
postsecondary education than the current 
system of bank-financed, fixed-repayment 
loans. 

Although the bill that the Senate passed 
recently to reauthorize the Higher Education 
Act does not include such a loan proposal, 
the Senate Finance Committee has approved 
a pilot program of direct, income-contingent 
loans at 500 colleges and trade schools, be
ginning in academic 1993-94. 

In the House of Representatives, leaders of 
the Education and Labor Committee are con
sidering a plan for direct loans as part of 
their version of the reauthorization of the 
Higher Education Act, although graduates' 
repayments would not be keyed to their in
come. 

Nevertheless, we believe that universal, di
rect, income-contingent loans have several 
features that especially recommend them 
right now. First, such loans would be avail
able to all students, regardless of family in
come, thus helping students from hard
pressed middle-income families, many of 
whom are presently excluded from existing 
federal programs. Second, the loans would be 
obtained directly from the federal govern
ment, bypassing the private banking system 
and thereby lowering the interest rates paid 
by student borrowers. Third, by tying loan 
recipients' repayments to their incomes, re
payment would be flexible; it would be ad
justed to the borrower's actual income each 
year. 

By spread1ng repayments over as many as 
25 years, by eliminating the interest subsidy 
paid by the government on guaranteed loa:is 
while borrowers are in school, and by vir
tually eliminating defaults because loan re
payments would be made by payroll deduc
tions paid to the Internal Revenue Service, 
such a program would be self-financing. 

Flexible repayments, plus the use of pay
roll deductions, would save taxpayers as 
much as $3.5-billion a year in default pay
ments. Eliminating the interest subsidy 
would save another $2-billion to $3-billion 
annually. At the same time, students would 
have a built-in "insurance" system so that 
whenever their incomes were temporarily 

low, their repayments would continue to fit 
their earnings. 

The need for a new financing mechanism 
for postsecondary education is obvious. At 
the very time that schooling beyond high 
school is becoming more critical for individ
uals as well as for national economic growth, 
college costs have accelerated faster than 
the rate of inflation. The tax dollars avail
able for loans and grants have by no means 
kept pace with the need. This is true for low
income families, but equally true for the 
middle class. 

Anyone with college-age children can at
test to the burden of college costs. The Col
lege Board reports that by 1991-1992, the cost 
to an in-state student of four years of college 
at a four-year public institution averaged 
over $25,000, including tuition and fees, room 
and board, and miscellaneous school ex
penses. The same education at a private 
four-year institution was over $50,000. At the 
elite schools, total expenses ran closer to 
$90,000. Yet, the amount of student aid avail
able from the federal government under ex
isting grant and loan programs has not kept 
up with these costs. 

The largest of the federal loan programs, 
the guaranteed or Stafford Loan Program, 
provides a maximum of $2,625 per academic 
year for the first two years of undergraduate 
study and $4,000 for each subsequent year, up 
to a five-year maximum of $17,250. Hence, a 
student who takes out the maximum amount 
of Stafford loans over four years still must 
come up with an additional $11,750, on aver
age, to attend a public university and at 
least $36,750 to go to a private institution. 

The growing gap between college costs and 
available funds means students are in trou
ble. According to Kenneth C. Green of the 
Center for Scholarly Technology at the Uni
versity of Southern California, the "sticker 
shock" of tuition and fees is forcing students 
to "buy down." Students who would have 
gone to private institutions in the past now 
are selecting public ones. Those who would 
have gone full time are forced to go part 
time. Some who would have selected four
year colleges are going instead to two-year 
schools, and more students from poor homes 
are going to vocational schools rather than 
to college-if they go anywhere at all. In a 
recent USA Today survey of high-school 
graduates, a third of the respondents indi
cated that they had delayed or indefinitely 
put off college because of the expense. 

The only reason that college enrollments 
have not fallen precipitously in light of the 
growing gap between costs and aid is that 
colleges and universities are themselves as
suming a greater share of the burden, provid
ing more grants and scholarships out of their 
own revenue. A survey by the Higher Edu
cation Research Institute at the University 
of California at Los Angeles, "The American 
Freshman: National Norms for Fall 1990," 
noted that between 1979 and 1989, the propor
tion of freshmen receiving college-financed 
grants and scholarships increased from 11.3 
to 20.3 per cent. Colleges are using part of 
the higher tuition that they are charging to 
subsidize low- and middle-income students, 
in order to help maintain cultural and so
cial-class diversity in the classroom. 

If direct, income-contingent loans would 
make it easier for students to finance their 
educations and save taxpayers money too, 
who could possibly oppose such a prograrr,i? 

Two distinctly different groups have lmed 
up against such loans for two distinctly dif
ferent, reasons. Profit-oriented banks and 
service-oriented student-financial-aid ad
ministrators both have expressed opposition 
to direct, income-contingent loans. 

Commercial banks generate more than $1-
billion in profits each year from their stu
dent-loan portfolios. That profit is virtually 
assured because the banks are protected 
against defaults by government guarantees. 
Thus banks object to direct government 
loans because such loans would force them to 
give up a lucrative, risk-free market. Fur
thermore, those who are part of the vast bu
reaucracy that services the current array of 
loans-the specialized private and quasi-pub
lic student-aid-financing agencies in each 
state-also are resisting direct loans; they 
fear that if these loans are successful, their 
services will no longer be needed. 

Some campus-based student-aid-adminis
trators, on the other hand, oppose the loan 
proposal for a very different, though equally 
basic, reason. Based on their previous experi
ences with the government, they fear that 
the federal bureaucracy is incapable of run
ning a large-scale loan program independent 
of the commercial banks. They suspect there 
will be too much red tape and that their jobs 
will become more onerous. 

In responding to this concern, proponents 
of direct loans generally acknowledge that it 
would be absolute folly to initiate a new loan 
program without broadly involving finan
cial-aid administrators when the program's 
rules and regulations are written. Also, as 
with other government innovations, Con
gress would be well advised to begin with a 
demonstration program, such as the plan the 
Senate Finance Committee approved, to 
make certain that any administrative prob
lems are addressed and resolved before the 
program is expanded nationwide. 
· The implicit coalition between the banks 
and college financial-aid officers against di
rect, income-contingent loans does not bode 
well for helping students and their families 
cope with the increasingly higher costs of 
college. Getting the banks to support such a 
program will not happen, because of narrow 
self-interest. On the other hand, getting the 
support of financial-aid officers is absolutely 
essential to the passage of such a program. 
This can be done by involving them in devel
oping the program's regulations and operat
ing mechanisms. 

Any program that is so good in theory for 
students, their families, colleges and univer
sities and American taxpayers should not be 
allow~d to founder on bureaucratic grounds. 
That is why the practical administrative 
concerns of the college financial-aid commu
nity must be addressed at the very outset of 
any pilot program. 

Direct, income-contingent loans provide 
the opportunity and structural framework 
for a renewed national commitment to fi
nancing college education in this country. 
We hope this idea's time finally has come. 

(Barry Bluestone is professor of political 
economy at the University of Massachusetts 
at Boston and a senior associate at the John 
w. McCormack Institute of Public Affairs. 
Jerome M. Comcowich is associate specialist 
in the office of student services at the Uni
versity of Hawaii at Manoa.)• 

TRIBUTE TO CONNIE GUERRERO 
•Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 
today I bring to the attention of my 
colleagues a very special teacher from 
Guam, Ms. Connie Guerrero. A teacher 
program specialist for the Guam De
partment of Education and former 
teacher at Simon Sanchez High School, 
Connie Guerrero is a recipient of the 
Close Up Foundation-Linda Myers 
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Chozen Award for Teaching Excellence 
in Civic Education. Ms. Guerrero is one 
of only four honorees to receive the 
first annual award from the Close Up 
Foundation for her outstanding con
tributions and leadership in civic edu
cation activities. She will be honored 
at a ceremony at the National Press 
Club on Monday, April 6, 1992. 

The Linda Myers Chozen Award hon
ors classroom teachers who have dem
onstrated outstanding leadership, inno
vation, and a commitment to fostering 
an understanding of the rights and re
sponsibilities of citizens in a demo
cratic society. 

While Close Up's Pacific Island Pro
gram was in its beginning stages of de
velopment, Ms. Guerrero spearheaded 
an effort to ensure that students from 
Guam would be able to participate in a 
civic education program. Since that 
first trip to Washington, DC, in 1985, 
she has been a tireless organizer of 
islandwide activities that would help 
prepare teachers and students who 
were making the very long journey 
from Guam to Washington, DC, to 
learn how American democracy func
tions and to develop the interest, 
knowledge, and skills needed to par
ticipate effectively in the democratic 
process of government. 

Ms. Guerrero's activities have not 
been limited to Close Up's Washington, 
DC, High School Program. She has 
sought ways to bring the Close Up 
learning experience to those in Guam 
who could not make the trip to Wash
ington to see their government in ac
tion. Through her extraordinary ef
forts, Guam now has a Citizen Bee Pro
gram. The Citizen Bee is a national 
civic education program and academic 
competition that · helps students in 
grades 9 through 12 improve their un
derstanding of U.S. history, govern
ment, economics, geography, and cur
rent events. 

Ms. Guerrero originated the idea and 
contributed lesson plans to the Close 
Up publication, Teaching for Active 
Citizenship: A Manual for Pacific Edu
cators. She has also served as a rep
resentative of Guam's Department of 
Education at various Close Up activi
ties focused on the Pacific islands and 
Freely Associated States. 

Ms. Guerrero's efforts on behalf of 
civic education have extended beyond 
the classroom to include other age 
groups. She has reached out to develop 
intergenerational involvement in many 
of the local activities she has insti
tuted in Guam. For example, her class
room community service requirement 
was so successful that several other 
teachers from various disciplines have 
instituted a community service re
quirement for their programs. Her 
community service program was ap
plauded by everyone involved-the is
land's elders, the students, and their 
parents. 

It is easy to see, Mr. President, that 
Connie Guerrero is an outstanding 

asset to all of the people of Guam. She 
is also a role model for teachers across 
the country and a very deserving recip
ient of the Close Up Foundation-Linda 
Myers Chozen Award. 

ASSATEAGUE ISLAND NATIONAL 
SEASHORE 

• Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 
today to urge final approval of S. 1254, 
to expand the boundaries of Assateague 
Island National Seashore. The purpose 
of this legislation, which I developed 
and sponsored with Senator MIKULSKI 
and which has broad support in our 
congressional delegation, is to preserve 
and protect the national seashore for 
the benefit of future generations. 

S. 1254 authorizes the National Park 
Service to acquire a 96-acre parcel of a 
320-acre private estate immediately ad
jacent · to the national seashore head
quarters and planned Barrier Island 
Visitors' Center. The owner of the 
property, Mrs. Elizabeth Woodcock, is 
recently deceased, and her heirs are in
terested in selling the estate. I am 
deeply concerned that the sale and de
velopment of this property would 

. threaten the integrity of the national 
seashore. First, it would result in a se
rious visual intrusion for the seashore 
and the planned Barrier Island Visitor 
Center. Second, I am concerned that 
development along the water would se
riously threaten the area's water qual
ity, habitat, wildlife. The ecosystem of 
Assateague Island and its coastal bays 
is extremely fragile and increased de
velopment would negatively impact on 
the park and its resources. 

My bill was first approved by the 
Senate in October 1991 and sent to the 
House for consideration. Earlier this 
year, the measure was considered by 
the House Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs which made three 
changes to the bill-a technical correc
tion; a provision allowing the National 
Park Service to accept, by donation, a 
conservation easement over the re
mainder of the Woodcock property; and 
a provision to improve the seashore's 
cooperative research program. I want 
to commend the distinguished chair
man of the House Interior Subcommit
tee on National Parks and Public 
Lands, Mr. VENTO, for his constructive 
additions to the legislation. The bill 
was approved by the full House on 
March 24 and returned to the Senate 
for final disposition. 

Mr. President, this legislation will 
provide additional protection for 
Assateague and help insure the integ
rity of the national seashore. It is sup
ported by the National Park Service, 
the State of Maryland, the county 
commissioners of Worcester County, 
the Committee to Preserve Assateague 
Island and the Worcester County Citi
zens Coalition. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in supporting final passage of 
the legislation.• 

FORT HUACHUCA: VALUE TO 
NATIONAL DEFENSE AND ARIZONA 
• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, this 
month marks the 115th anniversary of 
the founding of Fort Huachuca in Si
erra Vista, AZ. For 35 years longer 
than Arizona has been a State in the 
Union, Fort Huachuca has played a 
vital role in the defense of our Nation. 

Initially constructed as a post for the 
Buffalo Soldiers and Indian fighters in 
the days of the pioneers, the fort has a 
stirring place in the history of the Old 
West. It is Arizona's only surviving ac
tive Army post of those originally es
tablished during the 1870's. Fort 
Huachuca, the Indian name for "place 
of thunder,'' was the sight of Geron
imo's surrender in August 1886. The 
Buffalo Soldiers assigned to Fort 
Huachuca joined Gen. John J. 
Pershing's 1916 expedition into Mexico. 

Today, Fort Huachuca plays a major 
role as both employer and consumer in 
my home State of Arizona. It had an 
impact on 42 percent of Cochise Coun
ty's jobs in fiscal year 1990 and ex
pended over $473 million in the county 
that year. Nearly half the population 
of Sierra Vista consists of military re
tirees and their families. 

Fort Huachuca also has had a signifi
cant impact on national defense. Army 
National Guard, Army Reserve, Marine 
Corps Reserve, and military schools 
and training areas contribute to the 
Reserve component force. Fort 
Huachuca is home to more than 40 
commands, agencies, and activities 
representing the Army, Air Force, Ma
rine Corps, and the Army and Air Na
tional Guard plus several other Federal 
agencies. With the issue of consolida
tion of the Information Systems Com
mand, as well as the Intelligence 
School, at the fort now settled, the 
Army's commitment to making Fort 
Huachuca one of the premier intel
ligence and testing centers in the Na
tion seems clear. In fiscal year 1993 
alone, the Army proposes spending 
over $51.5 million in military construc
tion and base realignment projects-in
cluding much needed final repairs of 
the Lib by Army Airfield. 

Fort Huachuca consists of the Intel
ligence Center and School, the Elec
tronic Proving Ground, the Inf orma
tion Systems Command, the Joint 
Interoperability Test Center, the Army 
Research Institute, and the Test and 
Experimentation Command Intel
ligence and Security Board. With the 
majority of the Nation's unmanned 
aerial vehicle testing-a major focus of 
the Defense Department for the battle
field of the future-now occurring in 
Sierra Vista, the future of Fort 
Huachuca is indeed bright.• 

FEDERAL ARTS FUNDING 
• Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I re
ceived a letter last week from the Cul
tural Affairs Council of Dade County, 
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expressing their strong support for the 
National Endowment for the Arts. 

Just as the Arts Endowment has 
played an essential role in supporting 
many of the Nation's finest arts en
deavors, the Cultural Affairs Council is 
a critical element of the south Florida 
arts community. 

The Miami area harbors some of the 
best artistic talent in the country, 
which is exhibited through the opera, 
the dramatic stage, the symphcmy, and 
a myriad variety of other venues. The 
many people who take advantage of all 
that creative energy can thank the 
Cultural Affairs Council, as well as the 
NEA, for their instrumental work to 
promote the arts. 

At the request of the Cultural Affairs 
Council, I am pleased to ask that their 
letter of March 27 and the enclosed 
Miami Herald editorial be printed in 
the RECORD following my remarks. 

The material follows: 
CULTURAL AFFAIRS COUNCIL, 

Miami, FL, March 27, 1992. 
Hon. BOB GRAHAM 
Miami, FL. 

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: Enclosed please 
find an editorial which appeared in the 
Miami Herald on Thursday, March 26, 1992. 
The editorial superlatively expresses the ur
gent need to impress upon the White House 
the vital role the National Endowments for 
the Arts (NEA) plays in the preservation and 
the development of our nation's culture. 

During the next few months, the National 
Endowment for the Arts 1993 appropriations 
hearings will be held. On behalf of the hun
dreds of cultural organizations which the 
Metro-Dade Cultural Affairs Council rep
resents, and all the thousands of artjsts-not 
to mention the hundreds of thousands of au
dience members who support South Florida's 
vibrant cultural community so vigorously
we look to you to provide the visionary lead
ership which will be required to sustain the 
great work and leadership of the NEA. 

The voices of those who fully understand 
the extraordinary value of the NEA must be 
heard. Please help us enlighten the members 
of Congress. We ask that you submit the at
tached Herald editorial to the Congressional 
Record on behalf of the Cultural Affairs 
Council. Thank you !or your support. 

Sincerely, 
PAULINE WINICK, 

Chairman. 
MICHAEL SPRING, 

Executive Director. 

[From the Miami Herald, Mar. 26, 1992) 
BUSH, THE UNARTFUL DODGER 

Credit Patrick J. Buchanan with one pri
mary victory. He intimidated the White 
House into forcing John E. Frohnmayer's 
resignation as chairman of the National En
dowment for the Arts. Mr. Buchanan focused 
hls attacks on a handful of NEA grants to 
artists whose works many Americans con
sider morally offensive. 

In his swing through the South, Mr. Bu
chanan used the grants to portray President 
Bush as a supporter of pornography. Rather 
than respond forcefully to Mr. Buchanan's 
scurrilous charges, an affrighted White 
House looked for a sacrificial goat. Mr. 
Frohnmayer was it. 

By many accounts, the NEA chairman had 
done a credible job at a minuscule agency 
that arouses the worst instincts of some 

great Washington demagogues. Mr. 
Frohnmayer responded eloquently to his de
tractors this week, likening some of them to 
Nazi Germany's officials. 

When he was hired two years ago, some in 
the arts establishment at first regarded Mr. 
Frohnmayer as an instrument of the NEA's 
enemies. If they couldn't kill the agency, 
they would use the new chairman to ensure 
that only "acceptable" work got grants. Ini
tially Mr. Frohnmayer was cautious about 
making controversial decisions. But pretty 
soon he allowed the NEA's peer review proc
ess to weigh heavily, as it should, in the 
great process. He took flak from both sides. 

Undeniably, under Mr. Frohnmayer and 
previous chairmen, the NEA has supported 
work that many people would view as supe
rior-and work that was tasteless, or shock
'ing, or downright mediocre. 

Still, the NEA was not established to pro
vide support to universally acclaimed art
ists; they do quite well without it, Rather, 
the NEA was set up to foster experimen
tation, and to support small arts groups that 
would not have a shot at commercial spon
sorship or local funding. From these experi
ments will come works that are fresh, that 
endure-and some that offend or find no au
dience, so they fall. 

It can't be otherwise H the NEA is to nur
ture the freedom that undergirds all artistic 
progress. That freedom mustn't fall hostage 
to White House cowardice or Pat Buchanan's 
philistinism.• 

NOMINATION OF DANIEL GOLDIN 
TO BE NASA ADMINISTRATOR 

• Mr. GORE. Mr. President, yesterday, 
the Senate voted to confirm Daniel S. 
Goldin to be Administrator of the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration. I am pleased that Mr. Goldin's 
nomination was expeditiously consid
ered and approved by the Senate to en
sure continued leadership of our space 
program, as today is Admiral Truly's 
last day as NASA Administrator. 

Let me say at the outset that I was 
very impressed with Mr. Goldin at our 
confirmation hearing last week. He as
serted that he intends to be in charge 
of NASA, not merely its caretaker. I 
believe him. 

He also provided very specific, direct 
answers to questions by members of 
the Commerce Committee on issues 
ranging from the future direction of 
the space program to the importance of 
individual and technical programs. 
With a career that encompasses some 
30 years of working with a number of 
advanced space systems, he comes to 
this job with extensive managerial and 
technical skills. 

Mr. President, he will need them. For 
Dan Goldin is not walking into an easy 
assignment. NASA needs strong guid
ance. It needs leadership to establish 
clear goals for its future and it needs 
effective management to achieve those 
goals. As Administrator, Dan Goldin is 
now charged with ensuring continued 
accountability in the civil space pro
gram. And, perhaps most importantly, 
NASA must remain a source of inspira
tion to the Nation. 

At this very moment, American as
tronauts are in the Space Shuttle 

Atlantis performing one of the first Mis
sion to Planet Earth flights, gathering 
valuable data about the global environ
ment. This important mission symbol
izes the way in which our work in 
space can improve our life on Earth 
and, in fact, the Earth itself. There is 
great opportunity for NASA, under Dan 
Goldin's leadership, to contribute to a 
better life for all as we move into the 
next century. 

Mr. President, I wish Mr. Goldin the 
best of luck in this new position. I look 
forward to working with him as NASA 
and the Congress work to chart the fu
ture of our civil space program.• 

CIVILIAN CONSERVATION CORPS 
• Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the Civilian 
Conservation Corps on the 59th anni
versary of its founding. The partici
pants in this New Deal program made 
an unparalleled contribution to our Na
tion and left a legacy of parks, forests, 
and recreational areas many of which 
still exist today. 

The CCC, which was founded in April 
1933, coupled the need to put unem
ployed young men to work and the 
need to conserve the Nation's natural 
resources. During the program's 9-year 
life, the Federal Government employed 
over 3 million men on an extensive va
riety of conservation projects across 
the United States. At the program's 
peak in 1937, there were over 502,000 
corpsmen working in 2,500 camps in all 
48 States, Hawaii, Alaska, and Puerto 
Rico. 

Corpsmen enlisted for 6-month peri
ods, lived in camps or companies of 200 
men, and were paid $30 per month-$25 
of which was sent directly home to 
their families. The average participant 
was 19 years old, had only an eighth 
grade education, and was so underfed 
that he gained 11 pounds during his 
first 3 months in the program. If the 
program's sole purpose was to help 
young men support their families, the 
CCC would have accomplished a great 
deal and would have been a tremendous 
success. 

But, Mr. President, the CCC had an
other goal-that of conservation and 
restoration of America's natural re
sources. Between 1933 and 1942, enroll
ees hand-planted over 2 billion trees, 
built nearly 3,500 fire lookout towers 
and spent roughly 6 million man-days 
extinguishing fires. In addition to 
these remarkable feats in forestry, 
corpsmen also completed projects in 
erosion control, pond dam construc
tion, soil conservation, and disaster re
lief assistance. 

The legacy of this work lives on in 
the dam and archbridge of native stone 
in the Cumberland Mountain State 
Park in my home State of Tennessee
the largest all-masonry structure built 
by the CCC. It also can be seen in the 
Red Rocks Park Amphitheater in Colo-
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DAVID J. GALLISATII


DONALD F. POTTER, JR.


DOUGLAS M. GORDON


RICHARD N. EAST


ROBERT D. KIRK


SAMMY D. BROOK


WILLIAM M. DRELLING


JIM L. MUNRO, JR.


DREW J. TROUSDELL


DARCY D. GUYANT


RICHARD K. WOOLFORD


SCOTT B. VARGO


TIMOTHY A. ORNER


LARRY D. BOWLING


MARK D. WALLACE


JOHN E. HURST


ROBERT P. YEREX


BRETT A. CONTENT


FRANK G. DELEON


KEITH D. BOUNDS


MICHAEL J. NEWELL


ERIC J. BERNHOLZ


THOMAS M. BAGOT


KEITH T. BRADLEY


PAUL A. TITCOMBE


DAWAYNE R. PENBERTHY


MATTHEW C. STANLEY


KEVIN D. CAMP


GARY L. BRUCE


KEVIN M. BALDERSON


PERRY S. HUEY


KEVIN P. FROST


ROD D. LUBASKY


PHILLIP ISON


SCOTT W. BORNEMANN


JOHN E. LUDLUM


ROBERT C. WILSON


CHARLES 0. ELLIS


BRIAN P. HALL


DAVID S. RANNEY


RONALD J. HAAS


PETER A. STEIN


MARK A. STAFFORD


JAMES P. MCLEOD, JR.


CYNTHIA L. STOWE


JAMES W. CROWE


RICKY HAWKINS


JANET R. FLOREY


To be lieutenant (junior grade)


DAVID C. HARTT 

ERIC V. WALTERS 

JEFFREY A. REEVES 

THOMAS E. CAFFERTY 

KATHRYN A. STEARNS 

JOHN E. SOUZA 

JOSEPH P. KELLY 

JEFFERSON R. QUINN


DOUGLAS E. WEST 

ROGER R. LAFERRIERE 

RONALD L. HENSEL 

COREY J. JONES 

JOHN J. DOLAN 

LEONARD C. GREIG, III


RICHARD T. GATLIN


STEVEN W. POORE


ROBERT S. YOUNG


MICHAEL J. BOSLEY


SAMUEL SHORT, JR.


TIMOTHY J. HEITSCH


ANTHONY J. VARAMO

DAVID A. WALKER


STEWART M. DIETRICK


ROBERT J. GONZALEZ


ARTHUR R. THOMAS, JR.


MICHAEL R. PATTERSON
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rado, the water tower at Mother Neff 

S tate and national parks across the 

country. No CCC works, however, have 

probably gotten as much public use as 

those in the Great Smoky Mountains 

National Park. 

I am proud of the many accomplish- 

ments the CCC made during its 9-year 

existence, and it is no accident that 

this public works program was perhaps 

the most widely accepted and popular 

of the New Deal programs, even among 

those who generally opposed the Roo- 

sevelt administration. The hard work, 

dedication, and many successes of the 

CCC participants provide us a shining 

example of the American spirit, and 

they showed us that we as a united Na- 

tion can work together, face any peril, 

and succeed. 

Mr. President, I know I join all my 

Senate colleagues in expressing our 

sincere gratitude and thanks to the 

alumni of the CCC on the 59th anniver- 

sary of their commitment and efforts 

on behalf of our country. It is my hope 

that their legacy and spirit will be 

passed on to our young people for gen- 

erations to come.· 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 

imous consent that when the Senate 

completes its business today, it stand 

in recess until 9:45 a.m., Thursday, 

April 2; that following the prayer, the 

Journal of the proceedings be deemed 

approved to date, and the time for the 

two leaders be reserved for their use 

later in the day; that there then be a 

period for morning business not to ex-

tend beyond 1:30 p.m. with Senators 

permitted to speak therein for up to 5 

minutes each, with the following Sen- 

ators recognized for the time limits 

specified: Senators DASCHLE and 

WOFFORD, up to 45 minutes total, Sen- 

ator GRASSLEY for up to 1 hour, Sen- 

ator BUMPERS for up to 15 minutes, and 

Senators 

CONRAD, REID, GORTON, 

and 

LEVIN for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESID ING  OFF ICER . The


clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 

imous consent that the order for the 

quorum call be rescinded.


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW 

AT 9:45 A.M. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, as per the 

previous order, I now ask unanimous 

consent that the Senate stand in recess 

until 9:45 a.m. tomorrow. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 

at 9 p.m., recessed until Thursday, 

April 2, 1992, at 9:45 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 

the Senate April 1, 1992: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

WADE F. HORN, OF MARYLAND, TO BE DEPUTY DIREC- 

TOR FOR DEMAND REDUCTION, OFFICE OF NATIONAL 

DRUG CONTROL POLICY, VICE HERBERT D. KLEBER, RE- 

SIGNED. 

THE JUDICIARY 

CHARLES A. BANKS, OF ARKANSAS, TO BE U.S. DIS-

TRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKAN-

SAS VICE G. THOMAS EISELE, RETIRED.


ALFRED V. COVELLO, OF CONNECTICUT, TO BE U.S. DIS-

TRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT VICE


A NEW POSITION CREATED BY PUBLIC LAW 101-650, AP-

PROVED DECEMBER 1, 1990.


CAROL E. JACKSON, OF MISSOURI, TO BE U.S. DISTRICT


JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI VICE


WILLIAM L. HUNGATE, RETIRED.


IRENE M. KEELEY, OF WEST VIRGINIA, TO BE U.S. DIS-

TRICT JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF WEST


VIRGINIA VICE A NEW POSITION CREATED BY PUBLIC


LAW 101-650, APPROVED DECEMBER 1, 1990.


JEROME B. SIMANDLE, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE U.S. DIS-

TRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY VICE A


NEW POSITION CREATED BY PUBLIC LAW 101-650, AP-

PROVED DECEMBER 1, 1990.


IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR REAPPOINT- 

MENT TO THE GRADE OF GENERAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO 

A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY 

UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601: 

To be general 

GEN. HANSFORD T. JOHNSON,            , U.S. AIR FORCE.


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 

TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL ON THE RE- 

TIRED LIST UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNIT- 

ED STATES CODE, SECTION 1370: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. ROBERT D. BECKEL,            , U.S. AIR FORCE. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 

TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL ON THE RE-

TIRED LIST UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNIT- 

ED STATES CODE. SECTION 1370:


To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. CHARLES A. MAY, JR.,            , UNITED


STATES AIR FORCE. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER TO BE PLACED ON 

THE RETIRED LIST IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 

THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 

SECTION 1370:


To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. JOHN T. MYERS,            , U.S. ARMY.


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER TO BE PLACED ON


THE RETIRED LIST IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER


THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE,


SECTION 1370:


To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. MICHAEL F. SPIGELMIRE,            , U.S. ARMY.


IN THE COAST GUARD 

THE FOLLOWING REGULAR OFFICER OF THE U.S.


COAST GUARD TO BE A MEMBER OF THE PERMANENT


COMMISSIONED TEACHING STAFF OF THE COAST GUARD


ACADEMY AS AN INSTRUCTOR IN THE GRADE OF LIEU-

TENANT COMMANDER:


RICHARD B. GAINES


THE FOLLOWING REGULAR OFFICERS IN THE U.S.


COAST GUARD TO BE MEMBERS OF THE PERMANENT 

COMMISSIONED TEACHING STAFF OF THE COAST GUARD


ACADEMY AS INSTRUCTORS IN THE GRADE OF LIEUTEN- 

ANT: 

MICHAEL A. ALFULTIS 

GEORGE REZENDES 

LUCRETIA A. FLAMMANG JONATHAN C. RUSSELL 

THE FOLLOWING REGULAR AND RESERVE OFFICERS OF


THE U.S. COAST GUARD ARE NOMINATED TO BE PERMA- 

NENT COMMISSIONED OFFICERS IN THE GRADES INDI-

CATED:


To be lieutenant commander 

GARY E. HIATT 

xxx-xx-xx...

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xx...

xxx-xx-xx...



April 1, 1992 
BARRY 0 . ARNOLD 
ARTHUR K. KAISER 
ALAN W. CARVER 
DAVID L . HARTLEY 

GARY E. BRACKEN 
THOMAS TARDIBUONO 
TIMOTHY K . GRIMES 
MICHAEL A. MEGAN 
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